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Dear Reviewer:

Enclosed for your review and comment is the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Report
(EIS/EIR) and its appendices and the Riverside County Specific Plan #252 for the Eagle Mountain
Landfill Project. The project would be located in the Eagle Mountain Mine area of Riverside
County. The purpose of this Draft EIS/EIR is to provide the most current information on the
probable environmental and social impacts that would result from the proposed landfill, and the
most up-to-date plans for environmental mitigation.

To facilitate review, the Draft EIS/EIR has been prepared to meet Federal requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act, and State requirements of the California Environmental Quality
Act. The document has been prepared by Regional Environmental Consultants (RECON) of San
Diego, California, under the direction of the Bureau of Land Management and Riverside County.

Comments concerning the adequacy of this document will be considered in preparation of the Final
EIS/EIR. A sixty (60) day comment period has been established for this document. Written

comments on this document will be accepted through September 17, 1991, and should be addressed
to:

Bureau of Land Management
Palm Springs-South Coast R.A.
63-500 Garnet Ave.

P.O. Box 2000

N. Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000

We appreciate your interest in your public lands, and your commitment to participating in this
review process.
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Abstract:

The Eagle Mountain Landfill Project is a proposed Class III nonhazardous solid waste
landfill in an unused open pit mine located at Eagle Mountain in northeastern Riverside
County, California. Eagle Mountain is located in the California Desert Conservation Area.
The project site is comprised of about 4,695 acres of federal and patented lands. Under the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), about 3,271 acres of Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) lands will be transferred to Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc., in exchange
for land currently owned by Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc. The BLM lands are necessary for
the operation of the landfill and the Kaiser lands contain desirable quality wildlife habitat
on the Chuckwalla Bench. Also, a new FLPMA right-of-way would be issued for the entire
length of the Eagle Mountain rail line, the existing Eagle Mountain Road, and the proposed
Eagle'Mountain Road Extension,, which begins just south of the Metropolitan Water District
(MWD) pumping station.

The landfill itself will comprise 2,272 acres. At full-scale operations, the landfill will accept
an inflow of up to 20,000 tons of solid waste per day from throughout southern California



for approximately 115 years. Of this total, 16,000 tons per day will be shipped in containers
along the Southern Pacific main line to a rail junction at Ferrum, from which it will be
transported along the 52-mile Eagle Mountain rail line to the project site. A total of 4,000
tons per day of containerized waste will be delivered by truck. The project will be served
by a network of rail and truck transfer stations to be located throughout southern California.

The Eagle Mountain Landfill Specific Plan amends the Riverside County General Plan and
Zoning Ordinance and Map to facilitate initiation of a landfill operation at the Eagle
Mountain iron ore mine site. The Specific Plan zone is being created to support the addition
of landfill and associated land uses on the project site. The design of the landfill includes
the use of a liner on the bottom and side slopes of the pit; a leachate collection, recovery,
and treatment system; and a gas collection system. Measures for dust control and a number
of other planning and monitoring requirements would also be included in the project. All
on-site drainage improvements for protection of run-on into the landfill will be sized to
accept 100-year flows. The Specific Plan discusses the relationship of these activities to
the project.

The project would contribute particulates and vehicle emissions to the Southeast Desert and
South Coast air basins, a cumulative impact which cannot be mitigated. All other potential
adverse impacts to the environment either would not be significant or would be mitigated
below a significant level through design aspects of the project, implemented either prior to
construction of the project or as conditions of county, state, and federal permits applicable
to the project.

Other Federal and State Actions:

Endangered Species Act, Section 7 consultation between Bureau of Land Management and

"~ U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Clean Water Act, Section 404 permit from U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Solid Waste Facilities Permit from the County of Riverside Department of Health (the Lead
Enforcement Agency) and certification by the California Integrated Waste Management
Board

California Department of Fish and Game Code, Section 1603 agreement

Discharge Requirements from the Lower Colorado River Regional Water Quality Control
Board

Authority to Construct/Permit to Operate from the South Coast Air Quality Management
District

Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act

Issued: July 19, 1991

Last Date for Receipt of Public and Agency Comments: September 17, 1991
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Executive Summary

Executive Summary

I. Purpose of This Document

This draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) addresses
the potential impacts and mitigation measures for the Eagle Mountain landfill project. The
federal lead agency with responsibility for the project is the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM), and the state lead agency is the County of Riverside. This draft EIS/EIR has been
prepared pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
which apply to the federal actions, and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
which apply to the state and County actions. In the preparation of this report, the format
specifications of NEPA have been followed, with minor modifications to include discussions
required by CEQA. Table S-1 illustrates the correspondence between the contents of this report
and the discussions required by CEQA.

I1. Proposed Action

Mine Reclamation Corporation proposes to develop a Class III nonhazardous solid waste
landfill which would accommodate up to 20,000 tons per day (tpd). The landfill site would be
located in an unused iron ore open pit mine at Eagle Mountain in northeastern Riverside County,
California. The existing mine at Eagle Mountain is located on approximately 4,695 acres, of
which 2,280 acres are under public ownership. These public lands will be transferred out of
federal ownership to Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc., in exchange for lands owned by Kaiser along
the existing Eagle Mountain railroad. The project includes the conversion of the railroad
right-of-way granted to Kaiser Steel for mining uses between Ferrum Junction on the northeast
coast of the Salton Sea and Eagle Mountain. This rail line is approximately 52 miles long, 32
miles of which exist on a legislatively authorized right-of-way, and would be used to transport
waste-filled containers from the Southern Pacific line at Ferrum Junction to the project site. A
new rail spur, approximately two miles long, would be built from the Eagle Mountain rail line
to a container handling yard located adjacent to the southeast portion of the landfill site.

Waste received by truck would access the site via an extension of the existing Eagle Mountain
Road and an existing on-site haul road: A new Federal Land Policy and Management Act
(FLPMA) right-of-way would be issued over the entire length of the existing, legislatively
authorized Eagle Mountain rail line right-of-way, the existing Eagle Mountain Road, and the
Eagle Mountain Road Extension which begins just south of the Metropolitan Water District
pumping station. The existing Kaiser Truck Trail legislatively authorized right-of-way would

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR xvii
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Executive Summary

be abandoned. Additionally, the Eagle Mountain Landfill Specific Plan would amend the
Riverside County General Plan and the Zoning Ordinance and Map to facilitate initiation of a
landfill operation at the Eagle Mountain Mine site. -

Several off-site solid waste processing and transfer stations (materials recovery facilities, or
MRFs) will be necessary to serve the landfill; however, they are not part of the proposed action
and are not discussed in detail in this draft EIS/EIR.

All federal, state, and county standards regarding design, construction, and operation of the
landfill would be incorporated into the project. These include requirements for lining the
bottom and sides of the East Pit and other ground surfaces before placing refuse and installation
of systems for collection, recovery, monitoring, and treatment of landfill gas and leachate that
may be produced during the life of the project. Mitigation measures for dust control and many
other planning and monitoring requirements would be included in the project. Closure
procedures and post-closure monitoring and funding would be provided by the project.

The project would also provide for the transport and temporary storage of recyclable materials
collected at MRFs.

III. Actions Covered

Actions identified and covered by this EIS/EIR include:

1. Bureau of Land Management land exchange and right-of-way grant pursuant to the
FLPMA.

2. County of Riverside General Plan Amendment, Zone Change, and Specific Plan adoption
for purposes of establishing the landfill and associated uses. The Mine Reclamation Plan
approved in 1978 must be revised and a Development Agreement approved.

3. Subsequent permits and actions necessary to implement the landfill and rehabilitation of
the existing railroad and truck road, including a solid waste facilities permit to be issued
by the Riverside County Department of Health (the Lead Enforcement Agency) and the
California Integrated Waste Management Board, waste discharge requirements to be issued
by the Colorado River Regional Water Quality Control Board, and Authority to Construct
and Permit to Operate for the landfill gas disposal system to be granted by the South Coast
Air Quality Management District.
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Executive Summary

Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service required by Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act, because the proposed land exchange and resumption of intensive
use of railroad operation could affect populations of federally listed endangered species
(desert tortoise and desert pupfish).

An agreement (pursuant to Section 1603 of the California Fish and Game Code) with the
California Department of Fish and Game for the alteration of any streambed. Likewise, a
Memorandum of Understanding under the California Endangered Species Act, California
Fish and Game Code Section 2081.

Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

A possible Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

IV. Actions Not Covered

Several related discretionary actions are identified but not covered by this draft EIS/EIR. They
include: .

1.

County of Riverside General Plan Amendment, Zone Change, and Specific Plan adoption

. for purposes of establishing the townsite of Eagle Mountain and its associated activities

would be required.

Operation of the project would depend on the transfer of waste from a system of MRFs or
processing and transfer stations located throughout the areas served by the landfill. Some
of these exist and others would be developed in the future. Each of these stations requires
its own local land use permit (a conditional use permit in most cases) and its own solid
waste facilities permit. These actions associated with the off-site transfer stations are not
covered by this draft EIS/EIR.

Limited mining activities may continue during proposed landfilling operations. These
mining activities have not been assessed in this draft EIS/EIR and may require additional
NEPA/CEQA environmental review and agency approval.
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Executive Summary

V. Alternatives Considered in Detail

[n addition to the proposed action, the following project alternatives are considered in detail
within this draft EIS/EIR. Within each environmental topic dlscussed their impacts are

compared with that of the proposed project. \
|

A. Reduced Landfill Operations Alternative

This alternative would allow for the disposal of up to 16,000 tpd in a reduced landfill area.
The reduced landfill area would be the same as the proposed project’s area less those areas
containing the deepest portions of the East Pit. It would allow for the disposal of 14,000 tpd
by rail and 2,000 tpd by truck. Truck traffic is included in this alternative to enable the project
to serve potential future demand in Riverside County which cannot be economically served by
rail transportation.

This alternative would have the effect of reducing the capacity of the landfill by approximately
20 percent compared to the proposed project. However, atan inflow of 16,000 tpd, the potential
1 15-year site life of the project would not be reduced.

B. Proposed Action with Rail Access Only Alternative

This alternative would limit the project to 16,000 tpd of solid waste, delivered by rail only. It
would avoid the effects attributable to the 200 truck deliveries per day, but it would also remove
some of the operational flexibility of the project. Communities without rail service either could
not use the proposed landfill or would have the extra cost of providing truck transport to a
transfer station with rail access.

C. No Project Alternative

This alternative would leave the project area in its present disturbed condition and avoid the
potential effects of the proposed landfill. It would require continued reliance on existing or
new landfills in southern California.
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Executive Summary

VI. Impacts That Cannot Be Mitigated

The air quality effects of the project are considered a significant impact. The increases in air
emissions in the South Coast Air Basin resulting from the long- distance transport of solid
waste and the incremental increase of emissions in the Southeast Desert Air Basin cannot be
entirely avoided.

VII. Summary of Project Impacts,
Mitigation, and Monitoring

Table S-2 summarizes the environmental effects of the proposed project and alternatives. Each
environmental issue listed in the Table S-2 is separated into sub-issues and evaluated by
sub-issue. The summary table describes potential impacts resulting from the proposed project
and alternatives, recommended mitigation measures, and resulting level of significance after
implementation of recommended mitigation measures. '

~ VIII. Summary of Cumulative Impacts

Impacts occurring as a result of cumulative projects in the vicinity of the proposed Eagle
Mountain landfill operation depend on future uses of the area, such as the possible resumption
of mining activity. Regionally, continued residential development in and around Blythe and
continued development of utilities are anticipated. Increased air emissions in both the South
Coast Air Basin and the Southeast Desert Air Basin would be the most significant cumulative
effect resulting from the proposed project and projects of a regional nature.

Implementation of the landfill project is not anticipated to contribute to any cumulative impacts
other than those associated with degradation of air quality, desert tortoise population fragmen-
tation, habitat loss for Alverson’s foxtail cactus and California barrel cactus, increased regional
water consumption, and visual character of adjacent wilderess areas. However, the only
cumulative impact considered significant after mitigation is to air quality, because the project
is located in a nonattainment air basin. A summary of these impacts may be found at the end
of Table S-2.
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TABLE §-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES'’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND [MPLEMENTATIO?f "

Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations 'Rail Access Only No Project
WATER QUALITY
Groundwater Quality
Impacts Potential degradation of Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
groundwater due to
migration of leachate
Mitigation Measures Install liner; install Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
leachate collection system;
control landfill gas (LFG)
by LFG recovery; install
detection monitoring wells
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation
Surface Water Quality .
Impacts Potential pollution Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
- of surface waters due to
contact with refuse
Mitigation Measures Install drainage collection Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
system
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation
Groundwater Use and Suppl
Impacts Will increase overdraft of Reduces the capacity of the Same as proposed action No impact
aquifer; however, based on project by 20 percent with
aquifer reserves, not con- a 10 percent reduction in
sidered a significant impact water use
| " O - »




TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION
(continued)

Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project
Mitigation Measures None required None required None required None required
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY

Hazardous Wastes
Impacts Potential for exposure to Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
hazardous wastes at
transfer stations, material
recovery facilities and
working face of landfill
Mitigation Measures Inspect and screen refuse Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
for hazardous wastes at
transfer or materials recov-
ery stations, or at an on-
site inspection station;
remove hazardous waste
for disposal at appropriate
hazardous waste sites
Significance afier Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation
Landfill Gas .
Impacts Potential hazards due to Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact

accumulation of landfill
gas (LFG)



TABLE §-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continucd)

Issues

Proposed Action

Reduced Landfill Operations

Rail Access Only

No Project

Mitigation Measures

Significance after
Mitigation

Fires
Impacts

Mitigation Measures

Inswall LFG recovery/
utilization and migration
control system, permanent
subsurface LFG monitoring
wells near structures, and
combustible gas sensors

in building interiors

Not significant

Potential for subsurface
landfill fires, surface
fires, refuse fires, and
fires along right-of-way

Properly operate and main-
tain the landfill gas
collector system; incorpo-
rate staged response for
control of subsurface fires
into the emergency response
plan; retain large watering
trucks and earth-moving
equipment for on-site emer-
gency response capabilities;

Same as proposed action

Not significant

Same as proposed action

Same as proposed action

regularly inspect and remove
vegetation which may pose a
fire hazard on right-of-way

Same as proposed action

Not significant

Same as proposed action

Same as proposed action

None required

Not significant

No impact

None required



TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPL EMENTATION
(continued)

" Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation

Vectors and Disease
Impacts Potential for landfill to Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
be used by animals, birds,
and insects for foraging
and/or breeding may result
in an increased potential
for disease
- Mitigation Measures Place earthen material Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
over the refuse on a daily
basis
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation
Worker Safety
Impacts Potential exposure to Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact

noise, dust, odors, landfill
gas, and unsafe materials



TABLE §-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continued)

Issues

Proposed Action

Reduced Landfill Operations

Rail Access Only

No Project

Mitigation Measures

Significance after
Mitigation

Public Safety
Impacts

Mitigation Measures

Significance after
Mitigation

Develop a standard set of
procedures for employee
handling of refuse, includ-
ing use of personal protec-
tive equipment, use of
enclosed cabs on heavy
equipment, rotation of
worker assignments, and
adequate supervision of
personnel; exposure to LFG
will be controlled by the
collection and disposal
system for LFG

Not significant

Public exposure to
nonhazardous waste resulting
from truck and rail accidents

Establish an emergency
response plan with adequate
staff either on-site

or on-call for any clean-up
efforts required

Not significant

Same as proposed action

Not significant

Slightly less than proposed

action

Same as proposed action

Not significant

Same as proposed action

Not significant

Eliminate potential

for truck accidents

Same as proposed action

Not significant

None required

Not significant

No impact

None required

Not significant



TABLE §S-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continued)

Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project
TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION
Rail rations

Impacts No significant impacts were Slightly less than proposed Same as proposed action No impact
identified for the proposed action (10 daily one-way
action trains instead of 12)

Mitigation None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required

Significance after " Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant

Mitigation

At-Grade Crossings

Impacts Surface street vehicular Rail operations will be reduced Same as proposed action No impact
traffic will incur slight (10 daily one-way trains instead
delays at at-grade rail of 12)
crossings; at-grade crossing -
hazards will be increased
slightly

Mitigation Measures Conduct rail service at Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
night to minimize conflicts
with vehicular traffic;
install flashing lights to
notify drivers and pedestrians
of approaching trains at rail
crossing at Kaiser Road

Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant

Mitigation



TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continucd)

Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project
Truck Traffic on Streets

Impacts Approximately 200 one-way Truck traffic is reduced by half There will be no impacts No impact
truck shipments would occur due to truck traffic
per day; Eagle Mountain Road
Extension would create a
roadway crossing at Kaiser
Road, which serves the
community of Eagle Mountain,
including local school

Mitigation Measures Install stop signs at Same as proposed action None required None required
roadway crossing of Eagle
Mountain Road Extension and
Kaiser Road

Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant

Mitigation

AIR QUALITY
Emissions .

Impacts Degradation of air quality Less truck and rail traffic will Use of rail only will result Continued degradion of air
due to increased emissions result in decreased emissions in decrease in emissions quality in South Coast Air
in both the South Coast Air ' Basin from use of existing or
Basin and the Southeast new landfills
Desert Air Basin due to
increased emissions from

motor vehicles, including
train locomotives, on-highway
haul trucks, and off-highway
heavy equipment



TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES® IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continued)

Issues

Proposed Action

Reduced Landfill Opcrations

Rail Access Only

No Project

Mitigation Measures

Significance after
Mitigation

Ambient Concentrations

Impacts

Shut down diesel locomotives
when engines are not needed
for one hour or more; use

diesel fuel and engines

certified by the California

Air Resources Board; install
energy recovery or pollution
equipment when warranted for
LFG equipment; monitor meteo-

. rological conditions for at

least 12 months and update air
quality modeling and mitigation
strategies; incorporate other
control measures as required

by ARB/APCD

Impacts will not be
reduced below a level
of significance

Pollutant concentrations at

typical rail crossings are

not significant; exceeds

state standards for NOx and

state and federal standards

for PM10 at the landfill site;
exceeds increments at Joshua
Tree National Monument
boundary for NO, SOx, and PM10

Same as proposed action

Impacts will be less than the
proposed project but not
reduced below a level of

of significance

Slightly reduced emmissions
from proposed action

Same as proposed action

Impacts will be less than
proposed project but not
reduced below a level of
significance

Similar to reduced
operations alternative

None available

Continued significant impacts
in South Coast Air Basin and
Southeast Desert Air Basin

No impact to SEDAB



TABLE §-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES® IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continucd)
Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project
Mitigation Measures Same measures as for Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
emissions from proposed
action identified above
Significance after Impacts will not be reduced Impacts will be less than Impacts will be less than No impact to SEDAB
Mitigation below a level of significance proposed project but not proposed project but not
reduced below a level of reduced below a level of
significance significance
Health Risk Assessmen
Impacts Potential for increased Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
health risk to area residents
due to exposure to LFG
Mitigation Measures Interception and removal of Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
hazardous wastes within
waste stream; reanalysis of
impacts using actual weather
data to identify additional
mitigation measures, if
necessary, as part of the
Report of Disposal Site
Information
Significance after Impacts will not be reduced Impacts will be less than Impacts will be less than No impact
Mitigation below a level of significance proposed project but not proposed project but not
reduced below a level of reduced below a level of
significance significance
> -



TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION
(continued)
Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project
Consistency with
Regulatory Programs
Impacts Statuatory requirements Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
ensure consistency with
regulatory programs
Mitigation Measures Application, permit review, ~ Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
imposition of control
conditions, approval, and
inspection processes of the
SCAQMD will serve to enforce
consistency
Signifcance after Not significant Not significant Not significant , None required
Mitigation
LAND USE
Existing Uses
Impacts Minimal interference with Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
iron ore reserves, but not
considered a significant
impact
Mitigation Measures None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant None required

Mitigation



TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continued)

Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project

Surrounding Uses
Impacts Potential impacts to exist- Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
ing residential use and
cormrectional facility

Mitigation Measures Restrict truck traffic to Same as proposed action Not significant None required
designated roads; maintain
minimum 25-foot setback and
maximum 60-foot height for
all project buildings; main-
tain berms to partially
obscure views onto project
site; control fugitive dust;
install sound attenuating
walls as needed

Significance after | Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation

Consistency with Plans and Policies

Impacts The project would require a Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
BLM land exchange and County
General Plan amendment and
zone change to make the
project consistent with
existing plans
Mitigation Measures - None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant None required
Mitigation
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TABLE S-2 .
SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION
(continued)
Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project
DRAINAGE
Impacts Potential drainage impacts to Same as proposed action Same as proposed action Continued inadcquate drainage
the East Pit, townsite, and at the East Pit, townsite, and
alluvial areas east of the alluvial areas east of the
project site project site
Mitigation Measures Install perimeter drainage Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
system; slope final landfill
not greater than 3 percent
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation :
BIOLOGY
Desert Tortoise _
Impacts Permanent loss of individuals Same as proposed action Avoids permanent loss of No impact
and habitat, potential : habitat (widening of Eagle
increased raven predation, Mountain Road), and impacts
potential harassment of from truck traffic; other
individuals (noise and potential impacts similar
vibration) to proposed action
Mitgation Measures Survey and monitor prior Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
to and during construction/ but delete off-site
maintenance, relocate indivi- preservation
duals from railroad bed;
. install culvert system and
: protective fence; preserve
off-site habitat; raven
control and monitoring;

worker education



TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continued)

Issues

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations

Rail Access Only

No Project

Significance after
Mitigation

Bi h
Impacts

Mitigation Measures

Significance after
Mitigation

Not significant Not significant

Loss of 4 water sources and Impacts would be slightly
habitat; potential indirect reduced

effects from measured resi-

dential population; potential

disruption of sheep movement

Install three penmanent water Same as proposed action
sources far from mine site

to encourage bighorn sheep to

use surrounding natural areas;
these sites and their design

to be approved by biologists

at BLM and CDFG; rehabilitate
Buzzard Springs and clear of
tamarisk; if sheep are not
naturally expanding their

ranges (o incorporate new

sources, translocate them;
preserve buffer habitat areas
around landfill (644 acres);
monitor sheep movement; conduct
employee awareness program

Not significant Not significant

Not significant

Same as proposed action

Same as proposed action

Not significant

Not significant

No impact

None required

Not significant
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TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION
(continued)

Issues

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project

D

fish
Impacts

Mitigation Measures

Significance after
Mitigation

1 Sensiti ildlif
Impacts

Mitigation Measures

Potential impacts from
rail accident or major
construction on trestle
over habitat

Annually monitor pupfish
(by CDFQG); if major
construction is necessary,
incorporate protective
measures in plans and moni-
tor construction/maintenance
activities; include biolo-

gist on emergency response
team and restore any habitat
disturbed by accident

Not significant

Potential loss of California
leaf-nosed bat roosting areas
hibernacula; increased raven
predation on Eagle Mountain
scrub jay

Monitor bat roost sites;
maintain adit opening; monitor
and control ravens

Same as proposed action

Same as proposed action

Not significant

Slight reduction on overall

habitat loss

Same as proposed action

Same as proposed action

Same as proposed action

Not significant

Same as proposed action

Same as proposed action

No impact

None required

Not significant

No impact

None required



TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continued)

Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation

Sensitive Plant Species
Impacts

Mitigation Measures

Significance after
Mitigation

Major Wash Dr.
Impacts

Mitigation Measures

Significance after
Mitigation

in

S

Loss of 158 acres of foxtail
cactus habitat

Preserve 157 acres of foxtail
cactus on-site; initiate
transplant program for lost
cacti on suitable areas
within project boundary;
monitor transplants once

a month for one growing
season; submit monitoring
report to BLM, CDFG, and
USFWS

Not significant

No significant impacts to
wetlands are anticipated to
occur from this project
None required

Not significant

Same as proposed action

Same as proposed action

Not significant

Same as proposed action

Same as proposed action

Not significant

Same as proposed action

Same as proposed action

Not significant

Same as proposed action

Same as proposed action

Not significant

olE mmg

No impact

None required

Not significant

No impact

None required

Not significant
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TABLE §-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continued)

Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project
GROWTH INDUCEMENT AND SOCIOECONOMICS
Growth Inducement
Impacts No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impacts
Mitigation Measures None required Same as proposed action Not significant None required
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation
Socioeconomics
Impacts No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impacts
Mitigation Measures None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation -
GEOLOGY
Soils and Geology .
Impacts Potential exists for Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
settlement within alluvial
soils, for expansive soils,
and for surficial instability
Mitigation Measures Identify expansive soils Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
in alluvial material within '
the landfill footprint and
regrade, as necessary;
determine the safe slope

angles and maintain slopes



TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continued)
Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project
within this range; identify
need to flatten slopes or
- construct fill buttresses;
excavate and/or recompact
unsuitable soils prior to
liner construction; place
liner against safe slope
angles
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation
Seismijcity
Impacts Potential ground shaking Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impacts
Mitigation Measures Progressively scale loose Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
rock and materials on benches
immediately above the working
face of the landfill, and
construct berms to intercept
fallen rock
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation
Mineral Resources
Impacts Potential loss of recoverable Approximate 50 percent Same as proposed action No impact
iron ore reserves reduction of proposed
project’s impacts
- o ' 2 - [ | »
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TABLE §-2
SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION
(continued)
Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project
Mitigation Measures Sequence landfill operations Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
s0 as to impact mineral
resources last to allow for
recovery prior (0 impact
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation
VISUAL, RECREATION, AND WILDERNESS
Visual Contrast
Impacts Potential for increased Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
visual contrast
Mitigation Measures Blend the topographic Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
contours of the landfill |
with adjacent landforms, and
minimize color and tone
contrast of the final cover;
revegetation of the landfill
will further reduce visual
contrast impacts
Significance after Not significant Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
Mitigation
Views from Center and
Other Key Observation Points
Impacts No significant impact - Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact



TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continued)
Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project

Mitigation Measures None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required

Significance after Not significant Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required

Mitigation

Views from Eagle Mountain
Townsite

Impacts The proposed action will The reduction in size and scale Incremental improvement Currently, the views from the
have a significant impact of the landfill would serve to over proposed action community are significantly
on the views from the reduce visual impact as compared impacted by the imposing tail-
community of Eagle Moun- to the proposed action ing pile, the exposed slopes,
tain; however, that impact and scarred areas; thishigh
will not be visible for level of impact would remain
several decades; visual
contrast will be decreased
over time

Mitigation Measures Phase project, revegetate Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
disturbed areas, and
revitalize community

Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant A significant impact is asso-

Mitigation ciated with this alternative

indblown Debris and Dust

Impacts Potential for windblown Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
debris and dust
4 2 - » -



TABLE §-2
SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES'’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continued)

Issues

Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project

Mitigation Measures

Significance after
Mitigation

Night Lighting
Impacts

Mitigation Measures

Transport all refuse mate- Same as proposed action Incremental improvement Nore required
nials to the site and to the over proposed action
face of the landfill in closed

containers, compacted and cov-

ered on a daily basis; water

haul roads regularly; install

fencing and regularly patrol

for litter retrieval; develop

an active storm and early

warning procedure for ex-

tremely windy conditions

and response plan to ensure

timely and complete cleanup

of accidental spills

Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant

Potential for visually Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
impacting the surrounding
area by night lighting

Limit landfill activities Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
other than the container

handling operation, to day-

light hours; provide low-

pressure sodium safety and



TABLE §-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continued)

Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project
security lights; direct
lighting downward to light
only the immediate area
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation
Recreation
Impacts No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
Mitigation Measures None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
' Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation
Wilderness
Impacts Indirect impacts associated Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
with increased activity
visible from WSAs
Mitigation Measures Location and design of Same as proposed action Same as proposed action Continued low level of impact
landfill and reduction of to WSAs
visual contrast
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation



TABLE §-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continucd)

Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project
UTILITIES AND SERVICES
Water and Sewer
Impacts No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
Mitigation Measures None required Same as proposed action Not significant None required
Fire and Police
Impacts No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
were identified for police
protection; significant
fire protection impacts
were identified due to
inadequate and poor
hydrant placement and
pressure
Mitigation Measures None required for police Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
protection; obtain written
agreement for fire protec-

tion services from the
Riverside County Fire
Department; submit a
Fire/Life Safety and
Emergency Response Plan to
the Fire Department;
install water mains and
fire hydranis to provide
the required fire flows;
participate in the fire
protection impact mitiga-



TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continued)
Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project

tion program as adopted

by the Riverside County

Board of Supervisors
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation

Utilities
Impacts No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
Mitigation Measures None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation
Impacts No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
Mitigation Measures None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
Significance after Not signiﬁcant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation
NOISE
Short-term Construction Noise '

Impacts No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
Mitigation Measures None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation
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TABLE §-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continucd)
Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project
Rail Operations

Impacts Potential impacts to non- Same as proposed action Same as proposed aclion No impact
human receptors are not
considered significant;
potential noise impacts
1o future land uses

Mitigation Measures Install sound attenuating Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
walls as needed

Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant

Mitigation

Truck Traffic

Impacts Increases are not signi- Same as proposed action There would be no noise No impact
ficant; only residences impacts from truck traffic
close to I-10 may experience
CNELSs above 65 dBA

Mitigation Measures Require truck traffic to Same as proposed action None required None required
use the Eagle Mountain Road
interchange and access to
the project site

Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant

Mitigation



TABLE S-2
SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES' IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continued)
Issues ‘ Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project
On-site Landfill rations
Impacts The potential exists for Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
residences located within
500 feet of the project
site to experience occa-
" sional significant noise
levels during operations
to remove cover material
from the large tailing pile
Mitigation Measures Maintain the body of the Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
tailing pile to serve as
a noise barrier for as
long as possible and
specific restrictions on
operations in this area
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation
CULTURAL RESOURCES
Cultural Resources of
Riv-3798 and Riv-3216
Impacts No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
Mitigation Measures None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
" Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation ’
o 'R 2 - »



. TABLE §-2
SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION
(continucd)
Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project
Native American Concems )
Impacts No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
Mitigation Measures None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation
PALEONTOLOGY
Impacts Excavations within portions Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
of Eagle Mountain Mine
improvements to Eagle
Mountain Road at the I-10
exit have the potential
to impact paleontologic
resources; rehabilitation
and maintenance of the
rail line will not impact
paleo resources
Mitigation Measures A program (o mitigate impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
to paleontologic resources '

will include a preexcavation
survey, excavation monitoring,

fossil preparation and iden-
tification, and preparation
of a report by a qualified
paleontologist; this report
shall be submitted to

Riverside County, BLM, and



TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continued)

Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project
San Bernardino County Museum;
rehabilitation and main-
tenance of the rail line
will not require mitigation
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation
ENERGY
Impacts Project implementation will Will require approx. 11,289 Will require approximately Southland currently uses 17,000

Mitigation Measures

Significance after
Mitgation

require approximately
17,000 more gallons of
diesel fuel per day than
landfills located closer

to the wasteshed until LFG
recovery/utilization occurs
in 12 to 27 years

A preventative maintenance
program would be imple-
mented for the rail line

and at the landfill site

to maintain the operating
efficiency of equipment
and vehicles

Not significant

ol WHilg

more gallons of diesel fuel
per day than landfills located
closer to the wasteshed until
LFG recovery/utilization in 12
to 27 years

Same as proposed action

Not significant

13,000 more gallons of
diesel fuel per day than
landfills located closer

to the wasteshed unti! LFG
recovery/utilization in 12
to 27 years

Same as proposed action

Not significant

gallons of diesel fuel per day
in landfills located closer to
the wasteshed

None available

Not significant



TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continucd)

Issues Proposed Action Reduced Landfill Operations Rail Access Only No Project
CUMULATIVE
Water Quality/Use; Health
and Safety; Traffic:
Land Use; Growth and
Socioeconomics; Visual,
Recreation, and Wildemess;
Utilities and Services;
Noise; Cultural; Ener -
Cumulative Impacts No significant impacts Same as proposed action Same as proposed action No impact
Mitigation Measures None required Same as proposed action Same as proposed action None required
Significance after Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Mitigation
Air Quality
Cumulative Impacts Significant cumulative Incremental improvement Same as proposed action Significant cumulative
impacts over proposed action impacts
Miugation Measures Implementation of South Same as proposed action Same as proposed action Same as proposed action
Coast Air Quality Manage- for other projects
ment Plan
Significance after Significant until year 2007 Same as proposed action Same as proposed action Same as proposed action

Mitigation



TABLE S-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

(continued)

Issues

Proposed Action

Reduced Landfill Operations

Rail Access Only

No Action

Biological Resources
Cumulative Impacts

Mitigation Measures

Significance after
Mitigation

Potential desert tortoise
population fragmentation

due to reactivation of

Kaiser railroad; potential

loss of substantial populations
of Alverson’s foxtail cactus
and California barrel cactus
due to project implementation

Preoperation surveys, monitor-
ing raven control plan, rail and
road barriers and culverts,
employee education, off-site
habitat preservation for desert
tortoise; habitat preservation
and salvage for public use of
cactus species

Not significant

Same as proposed action

Same as proposed action

Same as proposed action

Same as proposed action

Same as proposed action

Same as proposed action

Potential of similar
impacts in other
project areas

Similar to proposed action

Not significant
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1. Introduction

I. Introduction

A. Proposed Action

Mine Reclamation Corporation (MRC) proposes to develop a Class [II nonhazardous solid -
waste landfill which would accommodate up to 20,000 tons of refuse per day. The landfill site
would be located in an unused iron ore open pit mine (East Pit area) at Eagle Mountain in
northeastern Riverside County, California, approximately 10 miles north of Interstate 10 (I-10)
and the community of Desert Center (Figures 1 and 2). This region is bordered on the north
by the Pinto Basin, on the east by the Chuckwalla Valley, on the south by the Chuckwalla
Mountains, and on the west by the main body of the Eagle Mountains. The northern boundary
of the project site is approximately 8,000 feet south of Joshua Tree National Monument. A
ridgeline of the Eagle Mountains separates the project area from the Pinto Basin, which is
within the monument and wilderness areas.

The East Pit area of the existing mine at Eagle Mountain is located on approximately 4,695
acres, some of which are under public ownership. The public lands, as well as some adjacent
lands, will be transferred out of federal ownership to Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc., in exchange
for lands owned by Kaiser. The project also includes the conversion of the right-of-way for
the existing Eagle Mountain rail line granted to Kaiser Steel for mining uses between Ferrum
Junction on the northeast coast of the Salton Sea and Eagle Mountain. This rail line is
approximately 52 miles long, 32 miles of which exists on a legislatively authorized right-of-
way, and would be used to transport waste-filled containers from the Southern Pacific line at
Ferrum Junction to the project site. A new rail spur, approximately two miles long, would be
built from the Eagle Mountain rail line to a container handling yard which would be located
adjacent to the southeast portion of the landfill site.

Waste received by truck would access the site via a proposed extension of the existing Eagle
Mountain Road and an existing on-site haul road. A new Federal Land Policy and Management
Act (FLPMA) right-of-way would be issued over the entire length of the existing, legislatively
authorized Eagle Mountain rail line, the existing Eagle Mountain Road, and the Eagle Mountain
Road Extension which begins just south of the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) pumping
station. Additionally, the Eagle Mountain Landfill Specific Plan would amend the Riverside
County General Plan and the Zoning Ordinance and Map to facilitate initiation of a landfill
operation at the Eagle Mountain Mine site. The above actions are described in detail with
appropriate location maps in the proposed action in the Alternative section of this draft
environmental impact statement/environmental impact report (EIS/EIR).

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR ) 1



© TWENTYNINE PALMS

u,w.t?u-

o 18

as Lo

%

oy

HIVERSIDE co. M . “l——J—'!”

- I3 : . wu v v?r\ o
QQSHUAW%EB NATtomumammx\ S v

HEMET

U £

PR vy
3601

Vgt

FITL S

. oy
{ u:n/. wa ,\
w':un‘ N)ra‘

v T
P 2
o yaT
H [ A
— > :".;
7 0 LN
- AN

““LAKE TAMARISK -
D® U F

DESERT CENTER

-
Ty
A
i W
t -
e e ‘.
"1 !
)
.“.(‘

“tot sp.r um/p;.
B I TR

b Ay,

FIGURE 1. PROJECT LOCATION RELATIVE TO EASTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY

R-2100E  2/91
- - Q » - - .

RECON




<
o

EE NATIONAL

~.

\‘--. ﬂ:nl\..

“Cpltonpwasd Fofs: -

__NATIONAL ..~ "MONUMENT:

3 .___M.! tery Moo, i
N ST

N AR
:

PEA
-

77

MONUMENT

.-

PROPOSED | eduir ke
PROJECT . Uiy

havars S
~

vy

. B
st un‘Poa'u i

EAGLE MT.
RAIL LINE

FIGURE 2. PROJECT LOCATION ON U.S.G.S. 1:250,000 SCALE MAP,

R-2100E  2/91

SALTON SEA SHEET

: RECON




I. Introduction

B. Purpose and Need for the Project

The purpose and need for this project are (1) to develop new Class III waste disposal facilities
needed to accommodate estimated future demand throughout southern California and (2) to
provide capacity in a remote desert setting which avoids land use compatibility and landfill gas
emission problems faced by existing landfills in proximity to residential and other urban uses.

In terms of supply and demand, a number of publications have documented the need for new
refuse disposal facilities in Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties. This
information is summarized as follows.

Currently, a total of approximately 45,000 tons per day (tpd) of nonhazardous solid waste is
generated within Los Angeles County. Of this total, approximately 18,000 tpd comes from
the city of Los Angeles and 8,000 tpd from the San Gabriel Valley. If no new landfills are
developed, existing facilities are notexpanded, and recycling remains at approximately existing
levels, a county-wide disposal capacity shortfall will first occur in 1991, increasing to
approximately 40,000 tpd in 1995 (City of Los Angeles, County of Los Angeles, and Los
Angeles County Sanitation Districts 1988). The city of Los Angeles is already experiencing
a disposal shortfall of 5,000 tpd, which is expected to increase to 20,000 tpd in 1997 (City of
Los Angeles, County of Los Angeles, and Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts 1988).

State Assembly Bill (AB) 939, a recently enacted statute requiring mandatory recycling for
residential solid waste, is expected to reduce the severity of the disposal capacity shortfall in
Los Angeles County as this program is implemented over the next few years. Historically,
successful curbside residential recycling programs have resulted in the diversion of 12-15
percent of the residential waste stream from landfills. If these results are achieved in the city
of Los Angeles, for example, curbside collection may result in the diversion of 900 tpd. This
savings would reduce the total waste landfilled in the city by 5 percent. Additional savings
will be achieved as the City implements planned yard waste composting and other diversion
programs.

As of 1987, the valley area of San Bernardino County (with 80 percent of the county’s total
population) was generating and disposing of approximately 3,900 tpd of nonhazardous solid
waste in five County-owned landfills. If per capita waste generation increases at the same rate
as elsewhere in southern California, existing capacity may be exhausted in approximately six
years. The County is evaluating the potential to expand an existing landfill and to site new
facilities to meet its long-term disposal needs (Southern California Association of Governments
[SCAG] 1988:1-16).

The Riverside County Solid Waste Management Plan (CoSWMP) estimates total solid waste
generation in the county in 1990 at 1,560,000 tons per year. On a six-day-per-week basis, this
means that slightly more than 5,000 tpd are landfilled in the county. The CoSWMP projects

4 Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR




I. Introduction

that waste generation will almost double between 1987 and the year 2005. This projection is
based almost entirely on projected growth and a constant rate of per capita waste generation.
Although projects other than Eagle Mountain could conceivably meet future demand within
Riverside County, the Board of Supervisors has reserved up to 2,000 tpd in its existing
agreement with the project applicant. The El Sobrante, Lamb Canyon, and Eagle Mountain
landfill sites are tentatively identified as future regional disposal sites in the CoSWMP
(1989a:X1-40).

Of all the southern California counties, Orange County has the most permitted disposal capacity
relative to anticipated demand. At the current waste disposal rates of approximately 12,900 to
16,100 tpd, the permitted capacity of existing landfills will last for approximately 11 years.
The recent approval of a new major landfill at Bee Canyon will increase the site life of existing
facilities to approximately 18 years. The County is currently attempting to site a new facility
in the northern portion of the county to replace the existing Olinda Landfill. Without this new
facility, however, a capacity shortage within northern Orange County may occur in 1994 when
the remaining capacity at the Olinda Landfill is fully utilized.

C. Decisions Needed

1. Federal

The State Director of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) must approve areal estate action
involving the transfer of BLM lands to Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc., in the Eagle Mountains
in return for Kaiser lands along the Eagle Mountain rail line. Also, the director must approve
a new FLPMA right-of-way over the entire length of the Eagle Mountain rail line, Eagle
Mountain Road, and the proposed Eagle Mountain Road Extension. These actions are
described in detail with appropriate location maps in the proposed action in the Alternatives
section of this draft EIS/EIR.

2. County

The Riverside County Board of Supervisors must approve a General Plan Amendment, zone
change application, and provision of a Specific Plan to establish a Class III nonhazardous solid
waste landfill in the Eagle Mountains. The Mine Reclamation Plan approved in 1978 must be
revised and a Development Agreement approved. The Specific Plan that includes the landfill
site is described in detail in the proposed action in the Alternatives section of this draft EIS/EIR.

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 5



I. Introduction

D. Consultation and Coordination

1. Scoping

The process to identify the scope and contents of this draft EIS/EIR was formally initiated on
August 15, 1989, by the publication of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) required by the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the EIR to be prepared by the County of
Riverside. The NOP was sent to 175 agencies, cities, governmental officials, and other groups.
Copies were also sent to the California Office of Planning and Research (OPR), the state
clearinghouse for distribution to state agencies. OPR sent the NOP to 10 different state
regulatory or resource agencies. Appendix A contains the NOP and list of recipients.

The County of Riverside conducted public scoping meetings at the following locations:

Desert Center — August 30, 1989

Indio — August 31, 1989
Riverside — September 1, 1989
Blythe - September 14, 1989

At the federal level, the Notice of Intent to prepare the draft EIS was published in the Federal
Register on November 15, 1989 (copy included in Appendix A). Additional public scoping
meetings were held by the BLM and the County:

Desert Center — December 6, 1989
Palm Desert — December 7, 1989
Los Angeles - December 11, 1989 (with SCAG)

Table 1 contains a summary of the responses obtained through this scoping process, presented
as a list of issues along with the number of times each issue was raised. The classification of
comments into specific issues involved some judgment and, therefore, does notreflect perfectly
each and every comment. The list is useful in identifying the general level of concern for
various issues. The overwhelming number of comments were requests for information
regarding details of the project description and/or alternatives to the project. With respect to
specific environmental issues, the most frequently expressed concerns dealt with water quality,
public safety, traffic, and air quality.

Copies of the letters received and notes from the scoping meetings are also included in
Appendix A.

The issue of most concern to respondents was the protection of groundwater quality in the
Chuckwalla Valley. Measures to protect groundwater have been incorporated into the project

6 Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR




TABLE 1
RESULTS FROM SCOPING MEETINGS AND LETTERS

Issues Number of
Comments
Water Quality 55
Effects on aquifer
Integrity of lining
Handling of leachate
Public Health/Safety 46

Sorting of hazardous wastes
Effects of accidents
Employee safety

Traffic/Transportation ' 29
Inventory of traffic generation
Effect of trains on local traffic
Effect of trains on other rail traffic
Road maintenance

Air Quality 28
Landfill emissions _
Truck emissions
APCD review
QOdors

Land Use 12
Conformance with Desert Plan
Conformance with Pass Community Plan
Conformance with pending desert protection act
Effects on local agriculture
Effects on aqueduct

Drainage 11
Accommodation of surface runoff '
Drainage on access road

Biology 10
Effects on desert tortoise and bighorn sheep

Socioeconomics 9
Effect on local economy
Number of employees
Union



TABLE 1

' RESULTS FROM SCOPING MEETINGS AND LETTERS

(continued)

Issues Number of
Comments
Geology 5
Effect from faults
Stability
Effects on recoverable mineral resources
Recreation/Visual Resources 6
Effect on views from wilderness
Effect from airborne trash
Effect from night lighting
Utilities/Services 3
Effect on schools
Noise 3
From landfill operations, trains, and trucks '
Cultural Resources 1
Paleontology 1




I. Introduction

design, and a thorough regulatory and enforcement program is administered by the California
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and its local Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) and by the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CTWMB) and
the local County Department of Health acting as the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) for the
state. These measures and the existing enforcement apparatus would avoid the potential for
significant groundwater pollution.

" Other strongly voiced concerns relate to the acceptability of transporting solid waste from
outside the County of Riverside for disposal inside the county. This issue is a policy question
which must be decided by County officials.

2. List of Agencies, Organizations, and Persons to Whom
Copies of the Statement are Sent

State public review of the draft EIS/EIR was initiated on July 9, 1991, by the filing of the Notice
of Completion by the County of Riverside with the State Office of Planning and Research, as
required by CEQA. Federal public review of the draft EIS/EIR was initiated on July 19, 1991,
by the publication of the Notice of Availability in the Federal Register by the BLM. The state
public review period ends on Scptembcr 7, 1991, and the federal public review penod ends on
September 17, 1991.

Ten copies of the draft EIS/EIR were mailed to OPR for distribution to state agencies.
Twenty-two copies were also sent to various federal agencies.

Copies of the draft EIS/EIR were placed in the following libraries:

BLM Library Desert Hot Springs Branch Library
SC-324 A, Building 50 11691 West Drive
Denver Federal Center Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240
Denver, CO 80225
Indio Branch Library

California State Library 200 Civic Center Hall
Governmental Publications Indio, CA 92201
Sacramento, CA 94237 -

. Lake Tamarisk Branch Library
Coachella Branch Library 43880 Lake Tamarisk Drive
1538 Seventh Street Desert Center, CA 92239

Coachella, CA 92236

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 9
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Los Angeles Public Library San Bernardino County Library
Dept. of Science, Tech, and Patents Joshua Tree Branch

630 West Fifth Street 6465 Park Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 90071 Joshua Tree, CA 92252

Los Angeles Public Library San Bernardino County Library
Documents Department Twentynine Palms Branch

433 Spring Street 6078 Adobe Road

Los Angeles, CA 90013 Yucca Valley, CA 92277

Palm Desert Branch Library San Bernardino County Library
45480 Portola Yucca Valley Branch

Palm Desert, CA 92260 57098 Twentynine Palms Highway

Yucca Valley, CA 92284
Palm Springs Library Center

300 South Sunrise Way San Bernardino Public Library
Palm Springs, CA 92262 Feldheym Central Library
555 West Sixth Street
Palo Verde Valley District Library San Bernardino, CA 92410
125 West Chanslor Way '
Blythe, CA 92225 UC Riverside Library
Government Publications
Riverside County/City Public Library 201 East La Habra Boulevard
Central Library La Habra, CA 90631-0337

Government Publications
3581 Seventh Street
Riverside, CA 92501

and are available for inspection at the following offices:

County of Riverside Planning Department County of Riverside Planning Department
4080 Lemon Avenue, 9th Floor 79733 Country Club Drive, Suite E
Riverside, CA 92501 Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

Bureau of Land Management Bureau of Land Management
California Desert District California State Office

6221 Box Springs Road Federal Office Building

Riverside, CA 92507 2800 Cottage Way, Room E-2841

Sacramento, CA 95825
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Address prior to 8/1/91 : : Address as of 8/1/91

Bureau of Land Management Bureau of Land Management

Palm Springs—South Coast Resource Area Palm Springs—South Coast Resource Area
400 South Farrell Street, B-205 63-500 Garnet Avenue

Palm Springs, CA 92262 North Palm Springs, CA 92258-2000

In addition, copies were mailed to other agencies, local governments, and interested groups
and individuals. Appendix A contains a complete distribution list of the draft EIS/EIR.

E. Federal, State, and Local Permits and Approvals -
1. Federal

a. Bureau of Land Management

1) Prepare and publish in the Federal Register a Notice of a Realty Action (NORA)
concerning the land exchange.

2) Prepare and publish in the Federal Register a Record of Decision (ROD) concerning the
land exchange and road/railroad right-of-way grant.

3) BLM hasentered into a master Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) to consult with CDFG whenever species of concern
or sensitive habitat may be affected by a BLM action.

b. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The railroad right-of-way and land exchange approval would require a consultation with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act) because
the resumption of the intensive use of the railroad and exchange of public lands out of federal
ownership could affect federally listed threatened or endangered species.

c. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers may require a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the federal
Clean Water Act for any filling or watercourse diversion activities which would affect
jurisdictional waters or wetlands. Construction of drainage improvements within the project
site or along the railroad right-of-way may affect drainage or wetlands, requiring this permit.

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 11
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d. State Historic Preservation Officer

There were no impacts to cultural resources; therefore, no Section 106 consultation is required
by the National Historic Preservation Act.

2. State

a. California Integrated Waste Management Board

Issuance of the solid waste facilities permit will be required by the CIWMB.

b. California Department of Fish and Game

An agreement (pursuantto Section 1603 of the California Fish and Game Code) will be required
with the California Department of Fish and Game for the alteration of any streambed. In
addition, an MOU (pursuant to Section 2081 of the California Fish and Game Code) may be
required concerning state-listed endangered or threatened species.

3. Local

a. County of Riverside

The Riverside County General Plan would be amended to establish a Specific Plan Area, and
a Specific Plan would be adopted over the project area to establish land use regulations for the
landfill and associated activities. A zone change application must be approved also. The
approved Kaiser Mine Reclamation Plan will be revised and a Development Agreement
approved. The County Department of Health is the LEA acting for the CTWMB. It w1ll issue
the solid waste facilities permit.

b. Lower Colorado River Regional Water Quality Control Board

Waste discharge requirements will be established by this agency for the project. Baseline
groundwater monitoring is being conducted in accordance with the requirements of the Lower
Colorado River RWQCB, and the waste discharge requirements will include an expanded monitor-
ing program, approval of an acceptable liner configuration, and closure and post-closure activities.

c. South Coast Air Quality Management District

An Authority to Construct and a Permit to Operate will be necessary for the landfill gas
collection and condensate disposal system. Operation of the thermal combustor must comply
with Rule 1150.1, and fugitive dust will be controlled according to district rules.

12 Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR




II. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

I1. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action
A. Proposed Action -

1. Introduction

Mine Reclamation Corporation proposes to develop a Class III nonhazardous solid waste
landfill which would accommodate up to 20,000 tons per day. The landfill site would be located
in an unused iron ore open pit mine at Eagle Mountain in northeastern Riverside County,
California. The project site at Eagle Mountain is located on approximately 4,695 acres, of
which 2,280 acres are under BLM ownership. These lands will be transferred out of federal
ownership to Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc., in exchange for lands owned by Kaiser Steel
Resources, Inc., along the existing Eagle Mountain rail line. The project includes the conver-
sion of the rail line right-of-way granted to Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc., for mining uses
between Ferrum Junction on the northeast coast of the Salton Sea and Eagle Mountain. This
rail line is approximately 52 miles long, 32 miles of which exist on a legislatively authorized
right-of-way, and would be used to transport waste-filled containers from the Southern Pacific
line at Ferrum Junction to the project site. A new rail spur, approximately two miles long,
would be built from the Eagle Mountain rail line to a container handling yard located adjacent
to the southeast portion of the project site.

Waste received by truck would access the site via a proposed extension of the existing Eagle
Mountain Road and an existing on-site haul road. A new FLPMA right-of-way would be issued
over the entire length of the existing, legislatively authorized Eagle Mountain rail line
right-of-way, the existing Eagle Mountain Road, and the proposed Eagle Mountain Road
Extension which begins just south of the Metropolitan Water District pumping station. The
existing Kaiser Truck Trail legislatively authorized right-of-way would be abandoned. Addi-
tionally, the Eagle Mountain Landfill Specific Plan would amend the Riverside County General
Plan and the Zoning Ordinance and Map to facilitate initiation of a landfill operation at the
Eagle Mountain iron ore mine site.

Several off-site solid waste processing and transfer stations will be necessary to serve the
landfill; however, they are not part of the proposed action and are not discussed in detail in this
draft EIS/EIR.

2. BLM/Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc., Land Exchange

Federal lands currently within the project area are shown in the California Desert Conservation
Area (CDCA) Plan (Figure 3), as being in the following Multiple-Use Classes: Class I -
Intensive, Class M - Moderate, and Unclassified. In the original CDCA Plan, nonhazardous
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I1. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

waste disposal sites were allowed in Classes I and M, but a subsequent amendment (1985/#4)
prohibits use of public lands for disposal of either hazardous or nonhazardous waste (BLM
1989). Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc., has selected those public lands it wants to be transferred
to private ownership. Land currently owned by Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc., will be offered
in exchange for those selected lands. The land exchange will be made pursuant to FLPMA,
Title II, Section 206. A Mineral Potential Evaluation will be completed, and a current fair -
market appraisal will be made on both the selected and offered lands. The acreages will be
balanced according to these values.

a. Selected Lands

Under FLPMA, BLM will transfer approximately 3,271 acres of publicly owned lands in the
Eagle Mountains to Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc. These lands fall within Secs. 25-28 and
33-36, T.3S.,R. 14 E.; Secs. 30 and 31, T.3 S.,R. ISE,; Secs. 1,2, 11,and 12, T.4 S, R.
14 E.; and Secs. 6 and 7, T. 4 S, R. 15 E., San Bernardino meridian (SBM) (Figure 4). These
selected lands include both unencumbered parcels and lands currently encumbered with a
variety of unpatented mining and millsite claims. The land exchange process will include a
review and appraisal of these claims.

b. Offered Lands

Offered lands are those Kaiser Steel Resources lands to be transferred to federal ownership.
These are generally located at certain sites along the Eagle Mountain rail line from Ferrum
Junction (on the northeast coast of the Salton Sea) to just north of I-10 (Figures 5-10). Through
the land exchange, BLM will acquire lands of prime habitat for the federal- and state-listed
threatened desert tortoise. In addition, lands and habitat for other federally endangered,
threatened, and sensitive animal and plant species would be transferred to BLM ownership to
establish a 20,000-acre nature preserve which includes the Salt Creek Area of Critical
Environmental Concern. Acquisition of these offered lands will contribute towards this goal
and will result in a more efficient and effective way to manage the preserve area.

¢. Reverter Clause

The Eagle Mountain townsite is owned by Kaiser Steel Resources, Inc., but the deed granting
ownership includes a clause that title will revert to the BLM in the event the townsite is not
used in support of mining. Part of the land exchange process will include a valuation of the
reverter clause. This value will be added to the fair market value of the selected lands.

Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR 15



=
¢ = - Yy v \ L
o e
NS O N\ % RSN A
8 =X \\\\Ll g ~ U \”:;\\?,\J‘_//j
N 2ol — ) ak "
WL Reeee .§. 0 1000 2000
= 39 e N
T DS g
N
ONE f S5
\ o~ n
N o {
o
X j2me <F
\
2,
4 o -
L]
a \O
) h
[\
Sa )
)
!
D o JOnl{Holes

% mFEETI‘I‘LEANDPATENTED

@ BLM LANDS TO BE TRANSFERRED

- »
whodiegems

\
l

A

4
§-

\
\

\
R £
S !

FIGURE 4. BLM LANDS TO BE TRANSFERRED TO KAISER STEEL RESOURCES OWNERSHIP

2/8°

- ¢ | - - o )



KAISER LANDS TO BE TRANSFERRED TO BIM|

A

FIGURE 5. KAISER STEEL RESOURCES LANDS TO BE TRANSFERRED TO BUREAU OF LAND

MANAGEMENT OWNERSHIP, MAP 10OF 6

RECON

7/90

R-2100



e s M.n A :
IN|T HOLVW= b | ;
N ’ WG m ..H
O %
=
[=) )
w f
o 2
o g
w I
W |
v 4
4 bj
< (]
a 3
- s
N
o !
- /]
0 ¥
[=] -
z |
35 F

[+
@ 1
7] L

<
K -
¥
\ "

.\
4

PR LLL%) . /i

TP e i,

T

'
W\
RN

~
)
-

———
“\

A
~
€A

b A
Salten

Sea

. T B
. BESNPYT  AEENNAID

e s

. e o el

¥

- ~ & - -
A\ —h NIVEINBUR_ . CURYAD

* & . ‘

KAISER STEEL RESOURCES LANDS TO BE TRANSFERRED TO BUREAU OF LAND
MANAGEMENT OWNERSHIP, MAP 20F 6

FIGURE 6

REC(ON

/19C

'10




KAISER STEEL RESOURCES LANDS TO BE TRANSFERRED TO BUREAU OF LAND

'FIGURE 7.

MAP 30OF 6

MANAGEMENT OWNERSHIP,

RECON

7/90

R-2100



KAISER LANDS TO BE TRANSFERRED TO BLM

(alaging S X5 PN

FIGURE 8. KAISER STEEL RESOURCES LANDS TO BE TRANSFERRED TO

MAP 4

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT OWNERSHIP,

OF 6

RECON

R-2100E 7/80




ez p—
T A MATCRS

3 .
3 b d
L
b Salton
L Sea ~~

AU TR MNP SRR RN (W5 i

w3 | ik \Live T—

[ SHNATC

FIGURE 9. KAISER STEEL RESOURCES LANDS TO BE TRANSFERRED TO
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT OWNERSHIP, MAP 5
OF 6

R-2100E 7/80

—

RECON



o

KA$ERLANDSTOBETRANSFERREDTOBLM£

..r« M VMWM.,»\ \..\.aa,

4

AR Y S LA

29’

LINE :

FIGURE 10. KAISER STEEL RESOURCES LANDS TO BE TRANSFERRED TO BUREAU OF LAND

MANAGEMENT OWNERSHIP, MAP 6 OF 6

RECON

1/91\

ep-210~°




[I. Alteratives Including the Proposed Action

3. FLPMA Roads and Railroad Right-of-Way Grants

a. Eagle Mountain Road

Figure 11 shows the existing Eagle Mountain Road from the I-10 interchange to the MWD
pumping station. The road begins in SE1/4 Sec. 30, T.5S.,R. 15 E., SBM, and runs almost
due north ending in NE1/4 Sec. 30, T. 4 S, R. 15 E., SBM. The paved road is currently
maintained by the County of Riverside, authorized under federal Revised Statutes Section 2477.
The proposed action is to widen the existing two-lane, 20-foot-wide paved road to a two-lane,
40-foot-wide paved road. The total right-of-way being applied for is 110 feet wide to allow
for the paved roadway, shoulders, and berms. This portion of the right-of-way is approximately
seven miles long. The purpose of this road right-of-way is to serve as the main access route
to the proposed landfill site. '

b. Eagle Mountain Road Extension

Figure 12 shows the proposed Eagle Mountain Road Extension. The road will begin in NE1/4
Sec. 30, T. 4 S., R. 15 E., SBM, just south of the MWD pumping station and will continue
northeasterly at first and then northwesterly before heading northerly to an existing landfill
on-site haul road. Approximately one and one- half miles of this proposed route are currently
authorized under right-of-way grant LA-0121701 for mining-related purposes only. This
partially existing dirt road is approximately 15 to 18 feet wide in most areas and is known
locally as the Kaiser Truck Trail. This portion of the truck trail will be converted to a FLPMA
right-of-way. The remainder of the Kaiser Truck Trail, currently authorized under right-of-way
grant LA-0121701, will be vacated.

The proposed action is to widen the existing portion and build a new 40-foot-wide paved road.
The total right-of-way being applied for is 110 feet wide to allow for the paved roadway,
shoulders, and berms. This proposed portion of the right-of-way is approximately six miles
long. The purpose of this road extension is to lead the truck traffic hauling refuse to the
proposed landfill around the townsite of Eagle Mountain into the proposed Phase I container
handling yard (see Figure 12) and at a later date into the Phase II container handling yard
(Figure 13).

¢. Rail Line

Figure 2 in the Introduction of this draft EIS/EIR shows the existing 52-mile private rail line
beginning at its intersection with the Southern Pacific line at Ferrum Junction running northerly
to a mine site at Eagle Mountain. Approximately 33 miles of the rail line falls on BLM lands.
The rail line is authorized under right-of-way grant LA-0121701 for mining-related activities
only. This right-of-way will be converted to a FLPMA right-of-way. The purpose of this
right-of-way is to allow train transport of refuse containers from the Southemn Pacific line at
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[1. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

Ferrum Junction to the proposed Phase [ container handling yard and/or repair and maintenance
facility shown on Figure 12. At the beginning of the project, no more than one train per day
would use this Phase [ route. At a later date, up to six trains per day will be routed around the
Eagle Mountain townsite into the proposed Phase II container handling yard via a rail line spur
discussed below. - :

d. Rail Line Spur

Figure 13 shows the proposed new rail line spur. The new spur will begin just past the location
where the proposed Eagle Mountain Road Extension and the existing railroad cross the
Colorado River Aqueductin S1/2S1/2 Sec. 7, T. 4 S.,R. 15 E., SBM, and runs northerly to the
proposed Phase IT container handling facility in W1/2 Sec. 31, T. 3S., R. 15 E., SBM. This
portion of the right-of- way is approximately two and one-half miles long. The purpose of this
spur is to route rail traffic around the townsite of Eagle Mountain into the proposed Phase II
container handling yard.

4. Riverside County General Plan Amendment

The Eagle Mountain Landfill Specific Plan (SP) would amend the Riverside County General
Plan and the Zoning Ordinance and Map to facilitate initiation of a landfill operation at the
Eagle Mountain mine site. Figure 14 shows current land use designations found on the Open
Space and Conservation Map of the Riverside County General Plan which affect the project
site: Mineral Resources, Desert areas, Mountainous areas, and Areas Not Designated as Open
Space (ANDOS). Those categories will be replaced by an SP designation supported by the SP -
exhibits and text. As shown on Figure 15, current zoning of the site includes the following
districts: Mineral Resources and Related Manufacturing (M-R-A), Controlled Development
Area (W-2), Natural Assets (N-A), and Manufacturing-Heavy (M-H). These individual zones
will be replaced by an SP zone designation supported by an ordinance text which can be found
in Section I1II of the SP. The SP zone is being created to support the addition of landfill and
associated land uses on the project site.

The landfill will be designed and operated in accordance with all applicable permit require-
ments. The design of the landfill includes the use of a liner on the bottom and side slopes of
the pit; a leachate collection, recovery, and treatment system; and a gas collection system.
Mitigation measures for dust control and a number of other planning and monitoring require-
ments would also be included in the project. On-site drainage improvements that would affect
the landfill will be sized to accept 100-year 24-hour duration precipitation events. The SP
discusses the relationship of the above activities to the project.
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[I. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

S.

Project Operations

A typical day’s operation at the landfill site involves the following sequence which reoccurs
throughout the day:

[ ]

A fully loaded train will arrive at the marshalling yard. An overhead container-handling
crane will position itself over the train and unload filled containers onto the container
handling vehicles.

The container handling vehicles will haul the containers to the working face(s) of the
landfill where they will unload the containers, discharging the refuse from the rear of the
container. )

Bulldozers and refuse compactors will move, spread, and compact the refuse and place
the daily soil cover.

The empty containers will be returned to the marshalling yard where they will be inspected
prior to loading back on the train (either the same train they came from or another,
depending upon the scale of operations). Damaged containers, or those scheduled for
washing or periodic maintenance, will be delivered to the container-maintenance area.
When the train is fully loaded with empty containers, it will return to Ferrum Junction.
Trucks carrying containers will be unloaded in a similar manner to trains, with the
containers being hauled to the operating face(s) on container handlers. Some standard
transfer trucks that have an integral cargo box will drive under their own power to the
operating face and be emptied by end dumping or by tipper.

Additional operations that will occur to support the above activities include the following:

Road maintenance will involve the use of motor graders for the smoothing and leveling
of unpaved haul roads. Water trucks will spread water on unpaved haul roads for dust
control. Paved haul roads will be periodically cleaned with a road sweeper to reduce dust.
Landfill preparation will involve preparation of areas by bulldozer, leveling by scraper
and grader, placement of crushed rock or other material for contouring the cell, placement
of the clay liner and placement of the synthetic liner where needed.

Maintenance activities for equipment will include shop maintenance of mobile equipment;
field preventive maintenance, lubrication, and fueling of mobile equipment; and container
washing and maintenance as needed.

At the end of an operating day, daily cover (coarse tailing or crushed overburden) will be
transported by truck, conveyor, or scraper to the active working face(s) for placement over
the day’s refuse. Daily cover will be spread and compacted in layers at least six inches
thick as per operating permit requirements. Water sprays may be used during the recovery
of the cover from stock piles or during crushing for dust control.

Drainage control facilities will be constructed periodically by preparing ditches, trenches,
or other works to channel and direct runoff water away from the landfill.

34
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I1. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

* Leachate control and landfill gas collection piping will be installed to intercept and/or
collect these fluids for treatment.

* Litter control crews will provide daily litter pickup and the movement of portable litter
control fencing.

* Locally derived and random container loads of refuse will be inspected for hazardous

~ materials and loaded into containers for delivery to the landfill face. Hazardous materials
will be collected, temporarily stored (with the appropriate permits) and then transported
off-site to a licensed hazardous waste disposal facility.

a. Landfill Site Facilities

Figure 16 shows the Eagle Mountain Landfill Specific Plan Area, which is divided into six
planning areas. These areas are described below in Table 2.

TABLE 2
EAGLE MOUNTAIN LANDFILL
SPECIFIC PLAN AND PLANNING AREAS

Planning Percentage
Area Use Acreage of Site

1 Landfill area 2,272 48.4

2 Container handling—Phase [ 251 5.3

3 Container handling—Phase 1 340 7.2

4 Recyclable storage area 322 6.9

5 Coarse and fine tailing storage 465 9.9

and process area

6 Open space 1,045 22.6

TOTAL 4,695 100.0

The SP describes the locations of these areas and their associated activities. All buildings shall
have a minimum setback of 25 feet from the property boundary and a maximum height of 60
feet. Development standards for the container handling yard are described in greater detail in
the Eagle Mountain Landfill Specific Plan. The facilities associated with these areas are
. described below.

Container Handling Yard

In Phase I, incoming refuse would be delivered by rail and truck to the container handling yard
located south of the western portion of the East Pit. During Phase I, trains would use the existing
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[I. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

rail line south and west of the Eagle Mountain townsite and trucks would use the Eagle
Mountain Road Extension, constructed east of the townsite, and the existing haul road (see
Figure 12). The maximum capacity of the initial container handling yard would be ap-
proximately 4,750 tpd consisting of one train load of refuse per day (3,500 tpd) and an
additional 1,250 tpd that would be delivered by tnick.

In Phase II, incoming refuse would be delivered by rail and truck to the container handling
yard located approximately one-half mile from the eastern boundary of the landfill (see Figure
13). Its maximum capacity would be 20,000 tons of refuse per day. During Phase II, trains
would use a new rail line constructed east of the townsite and trucks would use the Eagle
Mountain Road Extension. Upon the opening of the Phase II container handling facility, the
Phase I container handling facility would cease to handle waste.

Although the capacity of the Phase I container handling yard would be less than the Phase 11
container handling yard, both container handling yards would contain approximately the
following:

1) Railroad spur lines or sidings. Trains serviced in the Phase [ container handling yard will
be divided into two or three segments to accommodate the existing sidings. Sidings in the
Phase II container handling yard, each up to 5,000 feet long, would be long enough to
allow an entire unit train to be stationed without uncoupling cars and to allow locomotives
to couple and uncouple at either end of the unit trains.

2) Container handling equipment. Large forklift-style movers or mobile overhead cranes
would be used to move containers on and off trucks; overhead cranes would be used to
move containers on and off train cars. Both types of equipment would be fitted with
pollution controls on the exhaust to achieve the lowest possible emission rates. The
containers will be placed on container handling vehicles and will be hauled to the working

. face(s) of the landfill where the containers will be emptied. An illustration of a container
handling vehicle can be found in Appendix B of this draft EIS/EIR.

3) A waste screening station/inspection facility. This facility, located on or near the Phase I1
container handling yard, will be capable of receiving and inspecting local waste from
Desert Center, Lake Tamarisk, and Eagle Mountain on the order of several tons per day in
accordance with an approved hazardous waste load checking program. All other incoming
refuse will have been inspected at the initial loading point. Random container loads of
incoming refuse shall also be inspected at this facility.

Locally generated waste and random container loads will be delivered and spread on a concrete
tipping floor and visually inspected for waste components that would not be accepted into the
landfill. These materials will be segregated and stored in accordance with the appropriate
regulations. A hand-sorting, visual inspection process is planned. Hazardous materials will
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[1. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

be removed and stored in a small hazardous waste storage area for shipment to a hazardous
waste disposal site. Nonrecoverables will be loaded into closed containers for transport to the
working face of the landfill for disposal. Throughout this draft EIS/EIR, all references to a
maximum tons per day shall include the two to three tons per day of locally derived materials.

All containerized waste received in the container handling area, either by rail or truck, will
have been screened to detect the presence of radioactive materials and other hazardous waste.
Detection of radioactive materials will be performed both at the materials recovery facilities
(MRF) at the container loading point and prior to container discharge at the landfill. This will
be accomplished by passing the refuse at the MRF or the containers at the landfill under a
detection device to detect materials that are emitting radioactivity. If radioactive materials are
detected, intensive manual inspection of the load using hand-held detection equipment will be
performed. The offending materials will be segregated from the load and stored in accordance
with applicable regulations pending disposal at a licensed facility.

Train and container handling operations would be conducted on a 24-hour basis. These
operations include all actions involving delivering a train of cars, positioning of these cars,
unloading and reloading of containers, movement of locomotives from one end of the train to
the other, and removal of the train back onto the main line. Locational and low-pressure sodium
lighting would be used to light these operations.

Energy Recovery Plant

When detectable quantities of methane are found in the landfill gas, MRC will conduct studies
to quantify the production rate of methane and to determine other characteristics of the gas.
Initially, landfill gas (LFG) recovered from the landfill will be destroyed in a thermal
combustor. When a production rate of five million cubic feet per day of methane is achieved,
MRC will institute studies to determine if the gas can be utilized economically. These studies
will evaluate the use of gas for electrical energy production, the production of pipeline quality
or liquified gas for shipment off-site, or the use of gas to power on-site equipment for use at
nearby facilities. If it is determined that the methane can be economically utilized, MRC will
proceed with the development of an energy recovery plant to replace the landfill flare system
(see Planning Area 3 of Figure 16). This may be a reciprocating engine-generator or a steam
plant to generate electricity and recover excess heat.

It is estimated that the LFG recovery system could initially generate approximately 16
megawatts of peak electrical power (at the onset of energy recovery operations). After 25 years
of landfill operation (year 2017), the LFG recovery system could generate between 24 and 61
megawatts of peak electrical power.

If MRC determines that LFG cannot be economically used, MRC may decide to design, permit,
and construct an oxidation catalyst system and later a urea injection system (or equivalent
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1L Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

system) for the thermal combustor before the LFG generation rate exceeds 10 million cubic
feet per day of methane. These studies will be updated at least every three years.

Repair and Maintenance Facilities

The existing repair and maintenance buildings would continue in use to maintain the containers,
locomotives, railcars, vehicles, and other equipment used on the site (see Planning Area 2 of
Figure 16). When necessary, these facilities would be used to maintain and wash vehicles and
containers. Containers would be transported from the container handling yard to this area when
maintenance or washing is necessary. Wash water will be collected in sumps and reused as
necessary. When the water becomes soiled, it will be passed through an oil skimmer for the
removal of floating oil and grease. Sludge and other solids will be settled out in a settling tank.
A runoff collection system would be designed to convey runoff to a wastewater pretreatment
facility. If, after treatment, this wastewater were found to be hazardous, the sump would be
pumped into a tank truck and the water taken off site to a licensed disposal facility.

Wastewater Pretreatment Facility

The applicant proposes to construct one or more wastewater pretreatment facilities to pretreat
leachate, LFG condensate, and surface runoff from the repair and maintenance facility (see
Planning Area 3 of Figure 16). Pretreatment would be provided for biological oxygen demand
(BOD) and organics. The “package plant” facilities would pretreat liquids from these sources
via aeration, oil separation, and sedimentation tanks. After pretreatment, the effluent would
be transported to the existing Kaiser wastewater treatment facility, used for dust control on
unpaved roads, or allowed to evaporate. Figure 17 shows the water and sewer plan including
booster pumps, water tanks, wastewater treatment facilities, septic tank, and existing and
proposed sewer and water lines.

Storage of Recyclable Material at the Site

The SP designates a portion of the site for the storage of recyclable materials recovered from
the waste stream at MRFs near the wasteshed for which there is no immediate market (see
Planning Area 4 of Figure 16). These recyclable materials will be transported through this area
via the proposed new road and rail spur and stored in an area which is surrounded by an existing
rock berm. The material will be stored and stacked in shipping containers, each eight feet in
height (the stacks will be no more than two containers high, for a maximum height of 16 feet).
Double-stacked containers would not be visible except at great distances from higher eleva-
tions. The recyclable material shall remain in its original shipping container while within the
designated area, and shall be limited to the northern third of the area in order to protect cactus
habitat in the area south of the berm. Double-stacking of shipping containers is the maximum
height allowable (County of Riverside 1991).
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[I. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

b. Roads, Landfill Site, and Railroad Preparation

Prior to the commencement of Phase I landfill operations, several site development tasks would
need to be completed.

Roads

The existing Eagle Mountain Road from the I-10 interchange to the MWD pumping station
will be widened from its current two-lane, 20 feet to a two-lane, 40-foot paved road which will
meet all applicable County of Riverside Transportation Department standards. This portion
of the right-of-way is approximately seven miles long and will serve as the main access route
to the proposed landfill site.

At the start of site development and prior to the beginning of landfill operations, the Eagle
Mountain Road Extension will be constructed. This road will provide a routing for trucks as
well as a new rail right-of-way that will eventually terminate in the Phase II container handling
area. Upon completion of the Eagle Mountain Road Extension, which shall meet all applicable
County of Riverside Transportation Department standards, Phase I operations will use this road
for all truck transport into the site. Trucktraffic on Kaiser Road or the (now abandoned) Kaiser
truck road to the site will not be permitted. They will then traverse over the existing main haul
road to the Phase I container handling area for off-loading of containers. Some vehicles may
be directed to the landfill face for off-loading. '

When a rail volume of more than one train per day is achieved, the new spur leading to the
Phase Il container handling yard will be constructed for train traffic. Trucks will still use the
Eagle Mountain Road Extension for access to the site, but will be off-loaded at the Phase II
area. Although the emphasis will be shifted to the Phase II area at traffic volumes greater than
one train per day, the Phase I area will be kept open as a marshalling area for use as required
for emergencies and maintenance. The existing rail terminus will continue to be used for the
delivery of materials and supplies, for access to the maintenance buildings, and for locomotive
refueling.

Landfill Site

The construction of additional facilities at the existing rail terminus at Eagle Mountain would
be required. This would involve the construction of new tracks parallel to the existing tracks,
paving the areato permit the use of container- handling cranes and equipment, and construction
of a vehicle scale facility. Also, the preparation of the container laydown area for recyclable
storage in the unused tailing pond area would be necessary. A small tipping floor and waste
sorting area would be needed to receive and inspect trash from the local area.
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The preparation of the landfill footprint, involving scaling of loose rock, leveling, and grading
of the pit is also necessary prior to commencement ot landfill operations. This includes the
installation of the clay liner, a composite liner in sections of the landfill, and the installation of
LFG and leachate collection facilities. In addition, soon after waste disposal operations
commence, LFG and leachate treatment facilities shall be constructed; electrical, water, and
sewage distribution systems shall be installed within the processing area. Groundwater
monitoring wells shall be installed, with wells added as landfill operations expand. The
construction of permanent drainage works and temporary diversion works both on and around
the landfill operating area are needed. The existing offices, maintenance shops, laboratory and
warehouse need to be refurbished, and the erection of security lighting and fencing is needed
throughout the site.

Prior to the Phase II operations of the landfill (three to five years after start-up), additional work
would be required, primarily at the east end of the project area. Additional tracks and container
handling areas would be developed to process the additional waste tonnage per day. Up to
16,000 feet of rail tracks would be required. The container handling areas would be paved to
permit efficient unloading of containers by straddle crane. An office complex of trailers would
be constructed and landscaping installed. A more permanent LFG and leachate treatment
facility would be constructed and additional sewage holding tanks would be required. |

Railroad

The existing Eagle Mountain rail line will be used to transport up to one train per day into the
site. The existing terminus (modified to add additional spur[s]) will be used for this train during
Phase.I operations. When a volume of more than one train per day is achieved, the new spur
leading to the Phase II operations container handling yard will be used for train traffic.

Prior to the use of the existing Eagle Mountain rail line, repair, upgrading, and maintenance
activities, though minimal, must be accomplished. Recent inspections of the line show that it
is in relatively good condition primarily as a result of the excellent construction and main-
tenance standards that were applied during its operation. Further, the very dry climate in the
desert has kept tie rot to a minimum.

The specific activities required are as follows:

Track Alignment. Although the heavy-gauge track presently installed is in good condition,
subsidence and earth movement has caused some sections to come out of alignment. The track
in these areas will be realigned using a rail tampering and/or gauge plates. Some small sections
of track may need to be replaced. These operations are usually conducted from the rail
right-of-way using standardized rail construction/maintenance equipment.
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Tie Replacement. A number of ties will have to be either replaced or plugged to accept new
spikes. Although high-quality ties were installed in the past, there has been no tie maintenance
since 1986. In this period of time, some of the ties have been subjected to dry rot and will
require replacement. Additionally, tie maintenance during the final days of the rail operation
was minimal, and some spike holes have become enlarged. It is intended to replace about
11,000 ties (out of a total of some 250,000). Other ties will be “plugged” at the enlarged spike
holes using wooden plugs or an injected foam to permit their continued use. Plugging closes
and strengthens the oversized hole so that a spike can be driven into the tie.

Ballast Regulation. Regulation of the ballast on the existing right-of-way will be required for
the entire length of the track. This will be accomplished by using a “ballast regulator” which
is a machine used to loosen, level, redistribute and compact the stone ballast on the line. This
is required as some of the ballast has been eroded, other has been shifted so as not to provide
adequate support to the ties. A ballast regulator is a machine that rides on the rails, and while
moving, performs the above operation. The ballast regulator also removes vegetation growing
in the ballast.

Culvert Maintenance. Drainage is vitally important to the integrity. of a rail right-of-way. At
Eagle Mountain, many of the existing culverts have been partially or completely filled with
debris and vegetation. Others have had the earthen support around the inlet or outlet (or both)
eroded away. Still others were abandoned during the final stages of rail operation, and must
be reinstalled. Itis proposed to conduct culvert cleaning operations using a high pressure water
jet to flush debris from the pipes. Repair and replacement will be accomplished by placing
additional earth beneath those areas that have been eroded. New culverts will be installed by
excavating the road bed, installing the new culvert pipes, and back filling and reconstructing
the road over them.

Bridge Repair. Several of the bridges on the line have had moderate erosion around the
footings. The supports of others (particularly the wooden bridges) have become loosened and
require strengthening. These bridges are primarily located north of Interstate 10. Excavation
around the damaged or missing footings followed by replacement of the sub-base with ballast
or concrete will be required. Similar work will be required at non-bridge locations near the
mine site that were washed away during a storm in the summer of 1990.

Vegetation Control. Vegetation, including trees, has become established in the right-of-way
particularly near the southern terminus of the line near Ferrum Junction. These trees will be
cut back from the road bed using chain saws, axes, etc. Vegetation growing elsewhere on the
right-of-way such as sage brush or grass will be removed by hand if not handled during the
ballast regulation activities.

Oiler Maintenance. Oilers are installed at curves on the track and when activated by passing
rail car wheels inject a small squirt of grease onto the track to reduce wheel-track friction.
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. These oilers have become clogged with dry grease, and must be cleaned out by hand and refilled
with fresh grease prior to operations commencing.

Endangered Species Protection. As part of the program to ensure minimal impact on
endangered species, particularly the desert tortoise, certain activities such as the installation of
special culverts for rail under-crossings and tortoise fencing will be conducted. This construc-
tion work will be performed in a similar manner to culvert maintenance. Greater detail
concerning desert tortoise mitigation measures is discussed in the biology section of this draft
EIS/EIR.

¢.  Landfill Operation

The main portion of this draft EIS/EIR, and of the various permits and actions necessary for
the project, focuses on the establishment of a Class III landfill (nonhazardous municipal solid
waste and construction debris waste) at Eagle Mountain using the existing large open pit and
related disturbed areas formerly operated as an iron ore mine. The landfilling of the area will
reclaim it to a more natural landform. This site would serve as a regional site for the land
disposal of solid waste generated primarily in southern California.

State law and regulations (Chapter 15 of Division 3 of Title 23 of the California Code of
Regulations [CCRY]) regulate the disposal of four types of wastes including hazardous waste,
designated wastes, nonhazardous solid waste, and inert wastes. This project will accept only
nonhazardous solid waste and inert wastes. As defined in Chapter 15, nonhazardous solid
waste consists of garbage, trash, refuse, paper, rubbish. industrial waste. ashes, appliances,
food waste, and other materials provided that such wastes do not contain wastes which must
be managed as hazardous waste or wastes with soluble pollutants in concentrations that exceed
water quality objectives. In the event that radioactive materials are detected, the County health
department would be notified immediately. Such materials would be removed in accordance
with procedures specified in the project’s solid waste facilities permit.

Processing and Transfer Stations

The size, location, and operation of any processing and transfer station would have to be
determined by the community in which it is located. For a typical to large processing and
transfer station of 3,000 tpd capacity, a site of about 10 to 30 acres would be necessary and an
enclosed structure of about 100,000 square feet would be needed to house the operation. Given
the size requirements and the operational preference or desirability to locate adjacent to a rail
line or spur, it is likely that transfer stations would be located in existing industrial areas. The
shipping containers are 40 x 8 x 8 feet and each can carry about 25 tons of compacted trash
(when loaded for a rail haul). Thus, a typical transfer station of this size would generate about
140 containers per day, or enough to load 14 train cars, which would be a typical train length.
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The general operation of a processing and transfer station would include the following steps:

1) Delivery of Refuse by Local Truck. The same public or commercial waste haulers that
currently carry trash would deliver it to a processing and transfer station. Source-separated
materials would be delivered separately to the processing and transfer station for specific
handling. As with a landfill, the trucks would be weighed when they enter the facility.

2) Tipping Floor. The waste would be dumped onto a concrete floor by the delivery trucks.
On the tipping floor, the waste would be spread and examined by workers. Any unaccep-
table materials, which include liquid waste, hazardous waste, sewage sludge, incineration
ash, radioactive, biological, or infectious waste, or other special solid wastes would be
diverted for special handling in accordance with procedures established in solid waste
facilities permits which govern the operation of these facilities. Residual materials for
recycling could be removed on the tipping floor. '

3) Waste Separation. After the waste has been inspected for the occurrence of hazardous
materials, it may, depending upon composition, be processed for the removal of recyclable
materials. Recyclable recovery may occur by manually removing bulky materials such as
cardboard or wood from the waste while it is on the tipping floor. More sophisticated
techniques for the removal of recyclables will include manual and mechanical processing
of waste using shredders, picking belt conveyors, air and gravity separation devices, and
magnetic and/or electronic separation equipment. The purpose of the recyclable separation
is to remove as much of the recyclable material as is feasible.

4) Compaction. Workers would load the residue into a large compactor which would
compress it and load it into the transport containers. The containers are the same as large
intermodal transport containers.

5) Loading. Alarge container handler would load the containers onto waiting railcars. Each
railcar, designed to carry these containers, holds 10 containers stacked two high.

There are several possible variations on this description. For example, in some systems, solid
waste is moved by conveyor belt through a room where workers manually remove material
that is either unacceptable or that can be recycled. The loaded containers could be moved and
loaded onto the railcar by overhead crane. In any event, all processing and transfer stations
involve some screening of waste and then consolidate the waste so it can be handled in larger
volumes.

Rail Transport

MRC proposes that up to a maximum of six trains per day would be delivered to the project
site. The project would use the main Southern Pacific rail lines and locomotive power for
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delivery of containers from the metropolitan areas to Ferrum Junction. MRC will arrange
scheduling of refuse unit trains with Southern Pacific on a contractual basis to prevent any
conflict between ongoing rail operations and trains being utilized for the landfill project.

The daily maximum of six trains would traverse the Banning Pass and Coachella Valley and
make the run from Ferrum Junction to Eagle Mountain. From Ferrum Junction to the site,
trains would be powered either by MRC or Southern Pacific locomotives.

Unit trains would consist of one or more diesel electric locomotives carrying up to 14 railcars.
The railcars would be “twin stack,” similar to those manufactured by Gunderson and Greenbrier
Intermodal. Each car would be 256 feet long, coupled at each end to the leading or following
car. Because of this length, the cars are not rigid, but are articulated to allow them to negotiate
rail curves. Each car has a well-type configuration which holds two 40 x 8 x 8 foot containers.
Thus, each car carries 10 containers, and each train, 140 containers.

Each train would be less than 4,000 feet long and carry approximately 3,500 tons of refuse.
This length is somewhat shorter than most main line trains and approximately the same length
as the trains previously used by Kaiser which formerly carried ore from the Eagle Mountain
mine to Fontana.

Truck Transport

During the beginning phase of operations, an estimated 1,250 tpd of solid waste would be
delivered to the landfill from local areas in Riverside and San Bernardino counties (see above).
This would generate about 60 daily trips to the landfill. During maximum operations, an
estimated 4,000 tons per day of solid waste would be delivered to the landfill. This would
generate approximately 200 daily round trips (400 one-way trips).

The refuse disposal trucks would be three-axle truck tractors or two-axle semitrailers carrying
the filled solid waste containers. Alternately, specially designed top loading trucks fitted with
solid doors could be used. In either case, the solid waste load would be fully enclosed within
a solid container. Typical payload weights would be 40,000 to 45,000 pounds and total loaded
weight would be approximately 80,000 pounds.

Truck traffic to the Phase I container handling yard would use Interstate 10 and the existing
Eagle Mountain Road, located approximately two miles west of Desert Center. From Eagle
Mountain Road, approximately six miles north of Interstate 10, the new Eagle Mountain Road
Extension would provide access directly to the Phase II container handling yard. The last two
miles of this private road would be realigned adjacent to the new rail spur to enter the Phase II
container handling yard. A new traffic control (stop sign or light) would be placed at the
intersection of this new road and the existing County-maintained Kaiser Road.
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Container Transport to Working Face of Landfill

From the container handling yards, the containers of refuse would be transported to the working
face of the landfill by container handling vehicles. These special trucks will be semitrailers
capable of carrying one or two containers. They will be self-dumping (i.e., they will have a
dumping platform added to the trailer configuration). Hoist mechanisms will be hydraulically
operated, with the hydraulic cylinder located on the trailer with the remainder of the hydraulic
system located on the truck tractor and powered by the truck engine. The dumping platform
will be designed to discharge refuse from the rear of the trailer.

All container-handling vehicles will be designed to operate at a maximum speed of 40 miles
per hour. This maximum speed, vehicle gearing, traffic pattern, and haul road design will
enable these vehicles to maintain an average speed of 25 miles per hour (not including
maneuvering time). '

Both permanent and temporary haul roads would be constructed within the landfill site. The
existing haul road previously prepared for mining activities will be utilized for both Phase |
and II. This permanent road would end in temporary haul roads which would continue to the
working face(s) of the landfill and other operating areas.

Deposit of Refuse and Daily Cover

ProjectSequencing. Landfill operations would start in the southwest portion of Planning Area
1 to an elevation of 1,950 feet MSL. After a series of drainage improvements have been made,
landfill activities will be initiated in the westernmost portion of the East Pit. The first phase
of the project sequencing would last from 0 to 10 years (Figure 18). The second phase of the
project sequencing (approximately 11 to 75 years) would continue from the west end of the
East Pit to the west end of the landfill to final elevations (Figure 19). The third phase of the
project sequencing (approximately 76 to 85 years) would fill the northeasterly portion of the
landfill area to its final elevation (Figure 20). The final phase of the project sequencing
(approximately 86 to 115 years) would fill the East Pit to its final elevation (Figure 21). This
sequence of landfill operations is not to be confused with the Phase I and II operations which
reference a level of tonnage of waste haulage per day which triggers the construction and use
of the Phase II container yard.

As shown in Figure 22, the surface of the landfill would be built up in cells or lifts. Aliftisa
series of cells of approximately the same height at the same elevation. The cells form the basic
building blocks of the landfill. Composed of waste compacted by heavy equipment, the
resulting cell is enclosed by soil on all sides as refuse is deposited and then covered each day.
When the final grade of the landfill is reached, it would be buried with a final cover as described
below in the “Final Cover”’ subparagraph. Landfill operations would be conducted during
daylight hours only (approximately 10 to 14 hours per operating day).
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Deposit of Refuse. The container transport trucks would bring closed containers from the
container handling yard to the working face of the landfill. The containers to be used are, for
the most part, standard rear-loading intermodal containers that will be loaded by compactors
and unloaded as described below. Certain existing transfer stations are not configured to utilize
containers. In these cases, top-loading trucks will be used. These will be top loaded, but
end-dumped in the same manner as the containers. The net weight of the refuse in the
top-loaded units will be less, because the degree of compaction possible for end-loaded units
cannot be achieved with top-loaded units.

Refuse will be removed from shipping containers using self-dumping vehicles. These consist
of trailers designed to carry one or two containers (if two, the containers will be loaded
side-by-side). The trailers would be hauled to the working face of the landfill by a tractor unit.
At the landfill face, the container platforms on the trailer will be hydraulically elevated to a
sufficient angle to allow the refuse to discharge by gravity from the rear of the container.
Hydraulic power for the tipping mechanism would be provided from the tractor unit. During
full operations, depending on the choice of transport vehicles, between 17 and 34 container
handling vehicles would be used on a daily basis, with three or four additional vehicles available
on a standby basis.

Refuse from some over-the-road trailers may be removed using a tipper. A tipper is a stationary
platform which elevates a refuse trailer so that the refuse is discharged from the rear of the
trailer. A semi-truck/trailer drives onto the tipper in the horizontal position. The trailer is
uncoupled and fastened securely to the frame of the tipper. The tractor is driven off of the
tipper. The tipper is then hydraulically elevated at one end, tipping the trailer to about a
60-degree angle allowing the contents to spill out of the end of the trailer by gravity. When
the trailer is empty, the tipper returns to the horizontal position, the tractor is recoupled and the
unit returns to the container handling area.

Containers or trailers will be emptied as close to the working face of the landfill as possible.
Crawler tractors will push loads from where containers are emptied to the working face, where
refuse will be spread to an average depth of two feet. At full operations, six tractors will be
required for the project.

After the crawler tractors have spread the refuse, the refuse would be compacted to a density
of about 1,000 to 1,250 pounds per cubic yard by diesel-powered landfill compactors. As the
final elevation of individual cells is reached, crawler tractors would roll and level the refuse,
and the cover would be placed. The compactors planned for use at the project site operate with
a 315-horsepower diesel engine and have a width of almost 15 feet. The compactors would
compact a minimum 2,000 tons of refuse per 10-hour day. Ten compactors would be in
operation when the landfill is operating at maximum inflow.
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The working face of the landfill would have a height of about 18 feet. The front of the cell
would have a slope of about 6:1 (horizontal to vertical), and the side slopes would be 3:1. Its
width and daily length would depend on the type of transport and tipping equipment used and
the quantity of refuse received. With the use of self-dumping vehicles, the width of the working
face would be 230 feet and the cell would advance about 245 feet per day.

At the end of each day’s operation, a minimum thickness of six inches of compacted daily
cover material would be placed over the refuse using either crawler tractors or self-propelled
scrapers passing directly over the refuse. Three additional crawler tractors would be required
and may also be used to doze cover material from stockpiles located near the uncovered refuse.

Previous mining activities generated large quantities of waste material (coarse mine tailing or
crushed rock and overburden) on the site which would be used for daily and intermediate cover.
Figure 11 of Appendix B shows the spoils area locations. Approximately 2,000 cubic yards
of coarse tailing would be used for daily cover and 2,000 cubic yards for daily construction of
internal haul roads. 1t is estimated that 120 million cubic yards of cover will be needed for the
entire project.

The coarse tailing pile on the south side of the East Pit contains an estimated volume of 38
million cubic yards. This material can be used directly as daily cover without processing of
any kind. Existing piles of overburden will be crushed to a similar size using a portable crusher
and front-end loader. Either or both sources of material can be used for daily cover, the choice
of which being made based on transportation logistics. Even though much overburden will be
covered by refuse, additional sufficient quantities (up to 152 million cubic yards) exist at
elevations above the refuse level outside the landfill footprint that can supply the project for
its entire life. All of the overburden that would be used is located in Planning Area 1 of the
SP. A portable crusher will be placed near the overburden piles used to provide cover and
moved, as required, to limit the haul distance to the working face of the landfill.

A pugmill may be used strictly for the blending and conditioning of the fine tailing to be used
as the clay liner in the bottom of the landfill.

As filling operations proceed, drainage and elements of the gas collection system would be
constructed. These are discussed below and explained more fully in Appendix B, pages 20-30.

Leachate Control, Monitoring, and Treatment

Leachate is liquid that passes through or comes into contact with wastes, or is produced by the
decomposition of organic wastes. The physical characteristics of the incoming refuse can have
a significant influence on leachate composition and production. Municipal solid waste
typically has a moisture content of about 25 percent (SCS Engineers 1990). The refuse coming
into the Eagle Mountain landfill will undergo sorting to remove recyclable materials at transfer
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stations near refuse sources and will'be compacted for placement in shipping containers. No
free liquid will be accepted as incoming refuse. Sorting activities will provide an opportunity
to remove containers of liquid waste improperly contained in the solid waste stream. Yard
waste and other high-moisture wastes may be removed from the refuse as part of governmental
composting regulations further reducing the overall moisture content of the refuse. The hot,
dry climate of the area will result in evaporation of significant quantities of water from the
refuse during and after work at the active face. Compaction and incidental drying of refuse
during handling could further reduce the original moisture content.

The leachate control and removal system includes a foundation layer, the liner, a blanket
drainage layer, leachate collection sump, storage and treatment facilities, and groundwater
monitoring wells. The design, size, and capacity of the leachate control and removal system
including ancillary pumps, storage tanks, and piping will be approved by the appropriate
approval agencies.

The Liner. California Code of Regulations, Title 23, Division 3, Chapter 15, regulations state
that new Class III landfills shall be sited where soil characteristics, distance from waste to
groundwater, and other factors will ensure that no impairment of beneficial uses of surface or
groundwater occur beneath or adjacent to the landfill. Although factors such as annual
precipitation, background quality of groundwater, and current and anticipated use of ground-
water indicate that there will be no impairment of beneficial uses of groundwater, the entire
area underlying refuse will be lined.

A preliminary determination by the Riverside County Solid Waste Division would require that
MRC construct a composite liner consisting of clay and a high density polyethylene (HDPE)
flexible membrane over certain portions of the landfill. The area likely to require the composite
liner would be the lowest elevations of the landfill; that is, those areas in which leachate is most
likely to accumulate. All other areas underlying refuse (floor and side slopes) would be lined
with a clay liner. Both the composite liner and the clay liner would use the reserve of
low-permeability fine tailing from previous ore mining operations at the site.

When compacted to 90 percent of maximum density, the tailing material displays laboratory
permeabilities ranging from a minimum of 1.0 x 108 centimeters per second (cm/sec) to a
maximum of 8.8 x 100 cm/sec. Quality control testing will be performed during liner
placement to ensure that only material with permeability below 1 x 106 cr/sec is used for
liner composition in accordance with Chapter 15 regulations. Other physical properties of the
tailing material are consistent with its use as a landfill liner, and no hazardous concentrations
of metals or other substances have been found to be contained in the material (Hanson 1990;
SCS Engineers 1988a, 1989a).

Groundwater Monitoring Wells. To provide ongoing groundwater monitoring during
landfill operations and following landfill closure, a number (to be determined by the RWQCB)’
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of groundwater/monitoring wells will be installed. These wells will be designed to detect
movement of pollutants from the area of the landfill in groundwater. For this purpose, wells
are generally placed downgradient close to the margin of the landfill. Water quality at these
points of compliance is compared with background water quality.

California Code of Regulations, Title 23, Division 3, Chapter 15, specifies that a sufficient
number of wells should be installed to monitor background water quality and water quality at
points of compliance. The wells must be logged by a geologist and must be able to accurately
monitor water level and chemical indicator parameters. Prior to installation of the groundwater
monitoring system, approval of the proposed program will be obtained from the RWQCB.

Construction methods and details of the groundwater monitoring wells will depend on whether
they are placed in alluvium or in bedrock. Alluvial wells will be drilled using air or mud rotary
methods. The bedrock wells will be drilled using air rotary methods in conjunction with a
downhole percussive tool. Samples will be collected during drilling to provide information on
lithology. A log of each well will be prepared by an on-site geologist working under the direct
supervision of a geologist registered in the state of California. The well log will include
information on well location, driller, drilling equipment, borehole diameter, depth, dates, and
times that various operations were performed, and geological observations.

The wells will be sampled and analyses regularly performed as specified by the RWQCB in
its waste discharge requirements. It is anticipated that laboratory analyses will consist of a
number of tests selected from among the ones being performed for background groundwater
monitoring (described in the subsection on background groundwater quality monitoring).

Leachate Collection. Preliminary studies using the HELP model (U.S. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency n.d.) and the Thornthwaite method (Thornthwaite and Mather 1957) indicate that
little or no leachate will develop over the life of the landfill. Therefore, the leachate collection
system will be designed based on minimum engineering requirements. Leachate collection
will commence as soon as the project begins during Phase I and continue for the life of the
project and after. The topography of the site will require two different types of leachate
collection. Details of the leachate control system are shown in Figures 23 and 24.

The East Pit area will require pumping if any leachate is formed there (Figure 25). The pit area
of the landfill will be pumped out as necessary and any leachate will be deposited in the main
header and collected east of the landfill. The pump will be portable and used only if leachate
develops in the pit.

The west and northeast portions of the landfill site may be suitable for gravity flow (Figure 26).
A series of gravity drains will be formed in the low areas, above the liner, to collect any leachate
that might form in the landfill. The gravity collection system will consist of collector pipes
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II. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

located in the landfill and header pipes located at the edge of the landfill draining to a main
collection point east of the landfill. If required, leachate pumps will be installed.

Leachate Treatment. If within parameters that make the leachate nonhazardous, it may be,
used on unpaved roads for dust control or placed in open-topped containers to evaporate.
Alternatively, it will be delivered by truck to the existing sewage treatment plant for disposal.
If the treatment does not render the effluent nonhazardous, it will be stored on-site in an
approved manner as a hazardous waste and periodically disposed of in accordance with
applicable regulations.

If there are noticeable floating organics (oil) on the leachate, it will be passed through a
commercial oil skimmer for the removal of the offending compounds. Recovered organics
will be collected and stored as hazardous waste and disposed of in accordance with applicable
regulations at a licensed facility. If high BOD is measured, the leachate will be passed through
an aerator to oxygenate the water. This will lower the BOD. These “pretreatment” facilities
will be either permanent or portable, the selection of which will be based on the location of the
leachate collection, the quantity of leachate, and other factors. Details of the pretreatment
facilities will be determined during the permitting process. Ultimately, permanent facilities
will be used.

The existing wastewater treatment plant formerly serviced the town of Eagle Mountain and the
industrial complex at the mine site. It is presently in operation at a reduced capacity. The
design capacity is 180,000 gallons per day, although its permitted discharge by the Lower
Colorado River RWQCB is 40,000 gallons per day. Leachate production is expected to be
extremely low, and the treatment plant capacity adequate.

Project Sequencing

Neither refuse nor the liner will be placed at a level at or below the highest historically known
groundwater level. The lowest point in the present East Pit excavation is at an elevation of
approximately 705 feet above MSL. The projected sequencing plan for the landfill avoids
disposal in the deepest part of the East Pit for approximately 85 years. Prior to initiating
operations in this part of the pit, the bottom of the pit will be raised by filling this area with
overburden material to an elevation at least 50 feet higher than the highest historically known
groundwater level or to an elevation approved by permitting agencies.

Drainage

Temporary and permanent drainage facilities would be constructed to divert storm water flows
around and away from the refuse fill, to collect and remove any storm water that falls on the
refuse fill, to control off-site flow of waterborne debris, and to minimize erosion (Figure 27).
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I1. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

Temporary drainage flows will also be diverted so as not to impact the Colorado River
Aqueduct. '

The proposed landfill would be designed to meet all relevant regulations. The state (Title 14
of the CCR) and federal (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, Subtitle D, the “open
dump” criteria) regulations require that the landfill be protected from flooding or washout from
a 100-year, 24-hour duration storm. Further, Title 23, CCR, Chapter 15, regulations require a
minimurh final slope to facilitate drainage and hence minimize infiltration of water into the
landfill and subsequent potential degradation of groundwater quality.

As the site filling progresses, interim drainage control measures shall be utilized to prevent
runoff from reaching areas of waste deposition or active fill areas. This drainage would be
directed around the landfill for discharge to the alluvial areas to the east. From all discharge
locations, runoff will proceed via sheet flow over covered portions of the Colorado River
Aqueduct. Temporary drainage structures will be constructed around initial fill areas to prevent
storm runoff from entering the active area of the landfill. The drainage will be routed around
the active area and in some cases may flow into the east end of the East Pit, where it will be
allowed to evaporate. Temporary drainage will be conveyed to the East Pit in order to intercept
runoff from final drainage structures which has not been already intercepted, and keep it from
entering initial fill areas. Landfill activities will not be undertaken in this area for approximate-
ly 85 years. If runoff comes in contact with refuse, it will be considered leachate and pumped
from the pit to the wastewater pretreatment facility on the site where it will be treated. These
interim measures shall be incorporated into the site operational plan and subject to review by
the regulatory oversight via the state’s periodic review process. The final landfill slope shall
meet the Chapter 15 minimum of three percent.

Elements of the system to be constructed initially include a drainage system for the container
handling area and permanent drains near the eastern extent of the refuse disposal area, as well
as a series of downdrains. The interim drainage system will consist of a series of intersecting
channels and settling/detention basins. These features will be replaced as the refuse operations
continue to final elevations.

Upstream drainage would be conveyed past the landfill and town areas where it can be safely
discharged into the natural flow paths downstream. The drainage plan would provide two
landfill perimeter drains and an improved system through the town. The southern toe of the
landfill is designed outside of and above the 100-year floodplain limits. The northern perimeter
drain would collect flows from the landfill surface and northern canyons tributary to the landfill
toe. The southern perimeter drain would collect flows from the landfill surface only. Both
landfill drains would discharge east of the site at noneroding velocities.

Upon completion of the landfill, the northern perimeter drain would be approximately 16,500
feet long, and the southern perimeter drain would be approximately 18,500 feet long. The
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I1. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

drain channel bottom width would be 20 feet and the top width would vary from 26 to 40 feet
(see inset on Figure 27). The depth of flow in the channel would range from less than one foot
to approximately four feet. Both drain channels would be sized to contain runoff from a
100-year rainfall frequency event, plus a two-foot freeboard allowance (see the drainage section
and Appendix B of this draft EIS/EIR for more details).

Storm water that falls directly on areas which have been filled with covered refuse, that is,
unpolluted surface flows, will be collected in a series of surface drains and conveyed to one of
the storm water drainage systems described above. Storm water which comes into contact with
refuse will be considered leachate and will be collected, pumped, and transported to the
leachate/wastewater pretreatment plant.

Runoff from the container handling yard will be contained by berming this area. Flows will be
conveyed through a gravity interceptor to natural watercourses east of the project site. Gravity
flow through the interceptor will remove floating grease and oil and solids from the runoff.

Gas Control

The landfill gas emission and migration control system will consist of a grid of horizontal
collection pipes laid in trenches in the refuse and/or vertical extraction wells. The horizontal
collection system would be installed as cells were constructed and final elevations achieved,
while vertical extraction wells are constructed on the benches and the highest elevations of the
landfill to control LFG emissions. The vertical and horizontal extraction wells will be
connected to headers (i.e., collection pipes), which in turn will be connected to the LFG
emission control/utilization system.

[nitially, LFG would be incinerated in a thermal combustor consistent with state requirements
and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) regulations. A supplemental
fuel-fired burner may be used when the methane content of the LFG is too low to utilize the
thermal combustor system. When emissions reach 80 percent of the threshold value of New
Source Review, or sooner if economically viable, the thermal combustors would be replaced
with an energy recovery system providing emission control and an alternate energy source.

Construction of the thermal combustor station would begin within one or two years following
the start of landfilling operations. The proposed final combustor/energy recovery facility is
located in Planning Area 3 shown on Figure 16. Temporary units may be utilized near the
source of the LFG in Planning Area 1. Design specifications of the flares (stack height,
diameter) have not been determined by the applicant. In accordance with current SCAQMD
guidelines, the flares are expected to operate at a minimum temperature of 1,400 degrees F and
a residence time of 0.3 second. Figures 28 and 29 show a typical sectional view of the LFG
emission and migration control system in the east pit area and the west fill area. The LFG
control system will also consist of a series of gas migration probes placed around the perimeter
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I1. Alternatives Including the Proposed Acton

of the site to detect any off-site gas migration. Probe spacing and depth will conform with
SCAQMD and CTWMB guidelines.

LFG condensate will be collected in traps placed at low points along the gas collection system.
The traps will be enclosed in double-walled underground tanks. Truck-mounted pumps will
periodically remove the condensate and carry it either to the wastewater pretreatment facility
or to storage pending disposal off-site at a licensed hazardous waste disposal facility depending
upon the condensate composition.

Assuming that 80 percent of the generated LFG can be recovered for energy purposes, gas
recovery operations will likely be initiated within 8 to 17 years when the amount recovered is
predicted to exceed 10 million cubic feet per day (mmcfd).

Final Cover

As final grades are reached in the landfill areas, a final cover with a minimum thickness of four
feet would be emplaced. As specified in Title 23, CCR, Chapter 15, the cover would consist
of:

1) A two-foot foundation layer applied over the last cells of refuse disposed in the landfill,

2) A minimum one-foot-thick barrier layer with an effective permeability of at least 1 x 10
centimeters per second, compacted to 90 percent relative density, and

3) A vegetative layer of one foot minimum thickness as specified by Title 23, CCR, Chapter
15. A“vegetative” layer is a layer of earth amended with compost or humus and fertilizers
such that it will support vegetative growth. The purpose of this is to allow natural
vegetation to take hold on the landfill cover to provide erosion control.

The upper surface of the landfill would have a minimum 3 percent gradient to provide adequate
drainage and limit the potential for ponding and erosion on its surface.

d. Closure and Post-Closure

The California Integrated Waste Management Board, Riverside County Department of Health,
and Regional Water Quality Control Board have requirements regarding closure and main-
tenance of landfills. The closure plan would include continuing groundwater monitoring, gas
collection and control, and continued landscaping and other maintenance work. The financial
capacity to certify the availability of funds for monitoring and maintenance for 30 years after
the closure of the landfill must also be demonstrated.
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The currently determined post-closure use of the site would be to return the site to a natural
desert condition. Settlement and the presence of gas collection facilities limit the types of uses
that can be developed after closure. Post-closure uses of the landfill site will be compatible
with adjoining uses (e.g., Joshua Tree National Monument).

B. Reduced Landfill Operations Alternative

Within the general scope of the proposed project, a variety of different configurations for the-
landfill are possible. Besides the particular phasing and ultimate configuration that is proposed,
a project scope which provides for a reduced level of operations and configuration of landfill
contours is considered in this document.

The reduced operations alternative would allow for the disposal of up to 16,000 tpd, including
up to 14,000 tpd by rail and up to 2,000 tpd by truck. Truck traffic is included in this alternative
to enable the project to serve potential future demand in Riverside County which cannot be
served economically by rail transportation. This alternative would have the effect of reducing
the total capacity of the landfill by approximately 20 percent compared with the proposed
action. However, at an inflow of 16,000 tpd, the potential 115-year site life of the project would
not be reduced under this alternative.

The landfill footprint would be reduced to include only the area shown in Sequence III of the
project (see Figure 20). In reducing the area of the landfill footprint, development would not
occur in portions of the East Pit which contain mineral resources or water. The final elevations
of this alternative would be slightly less than with the proposed action. The maximum elevation
of this alternative is 2,200 feet MSL.

The alternative is consistent with the proposed action’s phasing plan as related to the construc-
tion of drainage, leachate, landfill gas, liner, haul roads, and other aspects of the proposed
landfill design.

The landfill operations would be similar to those described in the proposed action. The waste
would be initially received at transfer stations in the counties of Los Angeles, San Bernardino,
Orange, and Riverside. After sorting and compaction it would be shipped via rail and truck to
the landfill site where it would be deposited. Potential leachate production would be controlled,
monitored, and treated. Groundwater would be monitored. Drainage around the landfill would
be provided. Landfill gas would be collected and controlled. This proposed alternative would
observe all of the appropriate requirements of a Class HI landfill, including closure and
post-closure. Mining exploration, mining, and related ore processing would be much less
affected with this alternative.
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II. Altematves Including the Proposed Action

C. Proposed Action with Rail Access Only Alternative

This alternative would reduce the daily capacity of the project to 16,000 tons, all of which
would be delivered by rail. This alternative would eliminate the use of refuse hauling.trucks
to the proposed site; however, all other landfill activities described in the proposed action would
remain the same. While this alternative may be technically and economically feasible, it
precludes transporting waste from nearby sources in Riverside County. Serving Riverside
County is an important condition of locating the project in Riverside County. In addition, this
alternative would reduce the project’s operational flexibility.

D. No Action Alternative

This alternative would leave the Eagle Mountain site in its present condition and no landfill
would occur. The caretaker status of the former mining operations would be maintained, at
least temporarily. The existing mining reclamation plan (Kaiser Steel Corporation 1978) may
be implemented. The East Pit and surrounding piles of overburden rock and mine tailing would
remain, with minor drainage and other improvements to stabilize their surfaces and allow
natural revegetation to occur. The land surrounding the former mining operations would
continue to be highly disturbed. The economic benefits to the county and the Desert Center
economy resulting from the landfill operations would not occur.

Under the No Action alternative, the BLM/Kaiser land exchange could still occur in the future,
although that is highly unlikely without the proposed landfill operations. The railroad right-
of-way grant would not be necessary under this alternative.

Metropolitan southern California communities would continue to rely on existing, expanded,
or new landfills under the No Action alternative. Even with state-mandated solid waste
reduction goals, the existing capacity in most landfills is limited to a decade or less (SCAG
1988).

E. Features Common to All On-Site Alternatives

The on-site alternatives may be divided into two groups. Three alternatives involve filling the
Eagle Mountain iron ore open pit mine with municipal solid waste and one proposes not to fill*
the mine with solid waste. For all of the alternatives involving landfilling at Eagle Mountain
(the proposed action, reduced landfill operations alternative, and proposed action with rail
access only alternative), many operations and features would be identical. These include the
operation of the container handling yard, transport of containers to the working face of the
landfill, deposition and compaction, leachate and gas control systems, final cover, and closure
activities. In addition, the discretionary actions necessary for these alternatives would be
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identical or quite similar. Except as noted in their descriptions, the overall impacts of these
alternatives would be very similar. All of these alternatives would depend on the future
establishment of processing and transfer stations elsewhere in the metropolitan southern
California communities which would sort solid waste to remove unacceptable material and
recyclable material. These processing and transfer stations would require their own local and
state discretionary approvals and accompanying environmental review.

F. Summary of Environmental Impacts—
Comparison of On-Site Alternatives

Table S-2 presents an overall summary of the relative effects of the various on- site alternatives
when compared with the proposed action. Because the precise effects would depend on details
of each alternative and the extent to which environmental mitigation measures could be
incorporated into each alternative, this comparison is approximate. The overall comparison
may be summarized as follows:

1. Reduced Landfill Operations Alternative

This alternative reduces the maximum tonnage per day of waste brought to the landfill by 20
percent. It also reduces the size of the final footprint of the landfill and the final elevation of
the landfill. As a result, incremental reductions in nearly all of the potential impacts resulting
from the proposed action would be realized. However, air quality impacts, though reduced,
would still remain significant and not fully mitigated. The disadvantages of this alternative do
not relate to impacts within the project site and are, therefore, not reflected in the comparison
table.

2. Proposed Action with Rail Access Only Alternative

This alternative would result in impacts generally identical with the proposed action. Those
impacts related directly to truck operations—air emissions, potential conflict with other vehicle
traffic, and noise—would be eliminated. The ability to respond to rail accidents by shifting
delivery mode to trucks might be slightly impaired under this alternative.

3. No Action Alternative

With respect to potential environmental impacts in the project site and immediate vicinity, the
No Action alternative may be better in nearly all respects than the proposed action. Depending
on the continuance of uses within the Eagle Mountain community, the potential land use and
economic impacts of this alternative may be adverse. Because of the existing contrast between
the lighter-colored cut slopes and overburden piles around the East Pit when viewed against
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the darker ridgelines forming their backdrop, this alternative would leave the noticeable visual
impacts caused by the mining for an indefinite amount of time.

A major disadvantage of this alternative relates to impacts of landfills elsewhere and is not
reflected in the table.

G. Analysis of Alternative Sites

1. Introduction

The above project alternatives are assessed throughout this document to satisfy the require-
ments of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). CEQA also requires an analysis of alternative sites in situations where
requiring such an analysis is reasonable. Numerous alternative sites are evaluated below to
meet this CEQA requirement.

The proposed action would ultimately involve the transportation of waste processed through
material recovery facilities in urban areas to a remote desert site. This section of the report
compares the impact profile of the proposed action with impacts associated with other potential
rail haul projects which would require the same type of network of centrally located MRFs
from which to transport waste by rail to remote project sites.

The demand served by the proposed action could also be satisfied if the waste is disposed of

in facilities and counties where it is generated. Therefore, this section also compares the project
impacts with proposed landfill projects in counties where the waste would be generated.

2. Alternative Site Analysis

a. Remote Rail Haul Projects

Remote Desert Site Rail Haul Projects

In 1988, the Southern Califémia Association of Governments prepared a feasibility study and
a general environmental assessment of transporting waste by rail to nine remote desert sites,
including Eagle Mountain. The general locations of these projects are shown in Figure 30 and

are listed below:

1) The Morongo Indian Reservation in Riverside County, 91 miles from downtown Los
Angeles.

2) The City of Blythe, approximately 230 miles from downtown Los Angeles.
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II. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

3) Niland in Imperial County, 197 miles from downtown Los Angeles.

4) A solid waste gasification plant proposed in Oro Grande, in San Bernardino County, 113
miles from downtown Los Angeles.

5) An alternative gasification project proposed at Dunn, also in San Bernardino County, 184
miles from downtown Los Angeles.

6) A disposal site 10 miles north of Hector in San Bernardino County, 186 miles from
downtown Los Angeles.

7) A site near Amboy in San Bernardino County, approximately 220 miles from downtown
Los Angeles.

8) A site near Tehachapi in Kern County, approximately 122 miles from downtown Los
Angeles.

Although private parties have expressed an interest in developing all of the above, permit
applications have only been filed for two projects. An application was filed in 1989 known as
the Hidden Valley site to develop the site north of Hector as a hazardous waste residuals
repository. However, the Eagle Mountain project involves Class III nonhazardous solid waste,
not hazardous waste; thus, the Hector site is not comparable. An application for a Conditional
Use Permit and General Plan Amendment were filed for the Amboy Class III landfill project
in August, 1990. Project descriptions are not available for the other projects. For some of
these projects, specific sites have not even been identified. In addition, combustion tech-
nologies and operating parameters have not been defined for the gasification projects. A
discussion of the alternative follows under Section G.2.a.

Generically, all of the above projects would involve waste processing through a system of
processing and transfer stations/materials recovery facilities similar to those to be used in
conjunction with the Eagle Mountain project. Landfills located in the above locations would
be subject to regulatory requirements similar to those of the Eagle Mountain project. Accord-
ingly, a number of impacts from landfill operations would be similar at each site:

1) Public safety impacts related to the potential for hazardous materials in the waste stream,
vectors, landfill fires, accidents, and worker safety would be essentially the same as those
anticipated for the project. The same types of mitigation measures would also be
appropriate.

2) Stationary source emissions from landfill gas combustors and energy recovery facilities
would be of the same order of magnitude and significance as for the Eagle Mountain
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project. These impacts would occur outside of the South Coast Air Basin. Similar, if not
identical, regulatory controls would apply to these projects.

3) Dust and air emissions from landfill equipment would be the same order of magnitude and
subject to the same types of mitigation measures as the project.

4) Inremote areas, these projects would generate comparable levels of new population and
employment.

Vehicular impacts (i.e., mobile air emissions, noise and energy consumption for trains and
trucks) would vary in terms of distance between these sites and the areas where waste is
generated, the proximity of residential areas to rail rights-of-way, and the volume of traffic at
nonseparated grade crossings. In terms of these indices, the SCAG report indicates the
following:

1) Because of distance, the development of projects at Blythe and Eagle Mountain ranks
highest in terms of fuel consumption and air emissions from waste transport.

2) From downtown or east Los Angeles, rail transport to Niland and Eagle Mountain would
result in the greatest number of hours of vehicle delays at nonseparated grade crossings.
From the city of Industry, vehicular delay is much greater for transport to Tehachapi than
for transport to any other site. From Irwindale, projects in Tehachapi, Oro Grande, Blythe,
and Amboy would result in the greatest vehicular delay.

3) From downtown Los Angeles, the greatest population exposure (estimated population
within 1,000 feet of rail lines) would occur in conjunction with projects in Tehachapi,
Niland, and Eagle Mountain. From the city of Industry, the greatest exposure would occur
with sites in Tehachapi, Dunn, and Hector. From Irwindale, the greatest exposure would
occur with the sites at Tehachapi, Niland, and Eagle Mountain. Potential noise and
vibration impacts would vary in terms of population exposure; these impacts are not
considered significant as related to the Eagle Mountain project.

Air emissions from rail transport and the lack of feasible mitigation measures are the major
reasons that air quality is considered a significant adverse impact of the proposed action. Based
on the analyses contained in the air quality technical report, all of the project alternatives—in-
cluding continued use of in-basin landfills at existing, expanded, and new locations—are
considered to have a significant effect on air quality. The alternative of continued use of
in-basin landfills would have the lowest air quality impacts overall, due to the fact that the
transportation distances are shortest. However, in-basin solid waste decomposition emissions
may be substantially higher than for disposal in arid out-of-basin locations, including Eagle
Mountain. The remote siting alternatives would resultin air quality benefits in the South Coast
Air Basin for ozone, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter, at the expense of increased
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II. Altematives Including the Proposed Action

impacts in desert areas. The improvements in South Coast Air Basin would pass through to
the desert areas over the San Gorgonio Pass; however, these benefits would not be sufficient
to outweigh the direct adverse impacts in the desert.

Differences among these projects are likely to occur in terms of site-specific factors such as
groundwater, biological and cultural resources, soils and geology, and the availability of public
services and utilities. Without a clear identification of project boundaries, it is not possible to
provide a meaningful evaluation of these impacts compared with those related to the Eagle
Mountain project.

Amboy (Bolo Station Landfill) Railcycle Project

Permit applications for a Conditional Use Permit and General Plan Amendment were filed for
this project in August, 1990, and a revised application in September, 1990. San Bernardino
County issued a CEQA Initial Study for the project on December 27, 1990. The project will
establish an intermodal rail unloading facility and a Class III nonhazardous solid waste landfill
on a 4,800-acre site directly adjacent to the Bristol Dry Lake (Figures 31 and 32) and
approximately six miles east of the undeveloped towns of Chambless and Cadiz. At full
operations the project will serve approximately seven trains per day. Capacity is estimated at
685 million cubic yards. The landfill has an estimated site life of 66 to 100 years depending
on daily inflow. Based on the Initial Study, potential impacts of the project are comparable to
those associated with the Eagle Mountain project.

Project Setting. The site is adjacent to the Bristol Dry Lake (to the south and west). The
terrain is generally flat, sloping gently to the south. Existing land use to the north and south
is largely undeveloped. To the east lie the undeveloped towns of Chambless and Cadiz in
addition to citrus farms in Cadiz. Leslie Salt and National Chloride Mining Operations lie to
the west, as do the towns of Amboy (six miles to the west) and Saltus (approximately two miles
to the west).

Project Impacts. Other than those impacts anticipated in conjunction with any landfill project
(e.g., landfill fires, vectors, the presence of hazardous materials, landfill gas migration) and
those impacts which cannot be assessed until a site near Amboy is identified (e.g., noise), the
following impacts are likely at the Amboy site:

Geologic Hazards. The nearest known cataloged fault is over three miles from the Amboy site.
The site is notidentified in the County General Plan as being located within a Geologic Hazards
Overlay. However, a February 1988 background report for the San Bernardino County General
Plan identified the project site within or very near the generalized liquefaction area of Bristol
Dry Lake and near the volcanic activity area of Amboy Crater. Additional geologic studies
will be conducted for the EIS/EIR.
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II. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

Flood Hazards. The Amboy project site is not within a Flood Hazard Overlay Zone of the San
Bernardino County General Plan. The Amboy project will alter storm runoff and surface water
flows in areas adjacent to the project (i.e., the dry lake bed). The significance of these issues
will be assessed in the Amboy EIS/EIR.

Groundwater Quality. The Amboy project is in a hydrologically closed groundwater basin
where the groundwater flows toward the Bristol Dry Lake playa. The depth to groundwater is
estimated at about 300 feet at the northern end of the site and 50 feet at the southern end. The
northeast and southwest corners of the site may lie within fresh and brine groundwater zones,
respectively. Potable water is pumped from wells to the northeast, upgradient from the site.
However, the extent of the groundwater basin is not known. Consequently, it is not known
whether public water supplies are drawn from the basin or will be affected by the project. The
Initial Study for the Amboy site indicates that potable water will be delivered to the site in
railroad tank cars.

Biological Resources. The Amboy project is known to be located in desert tortoise habitat and
could potentially impact that federally and state-listed threatened species. A full assessment
of biological resource impacts will be provided in the Amboy EIS/EIR.

Cultural Resources. According to the Initial Study, the Amboy project is in an area which
contains numerous prehistoric and historic archaeological resources. Because landfilling will
result in substantial disturbance to previously undisturbed areas, this project may result in
significant impacts. These issues will be addressed fully in the EIS/EIR.

Land Use. To develop the Amboy project, a General Plan Amendment and Conditional Use
Permit would be required. Development of the landfill will introduce a new use into the area
that can be considered a substantial alteration of the present and planned uses in the
Amboy/Cadiz/Bristol Dry Lake area. The project site is within a Resource Conservation (RC)
General Plan Official Land Use District, which is intended for open space and limited rural
development in remote areas of the County; the maximum housing density in the RC district
is one dwelling unit per 40 acres. The site is within an area designated Improvement Level 5
(I-5), that is, an area planned for little or no development in remote areas with severe
environmental and physical constraints or lack of resources. The Amboy project involves
currently undisturbed land and requires a relatively large mining operation to create a location
and cover for the landfill.

Socioeconomic. The Initial Study for the Amboy project indicates that 134 persons will be
employed at the landfill after the facility has operated for five years. In the event that there are
no sufficient housing units in the vicinity of the project, the applicant proposes mobile housing
for temporary use. Other communities in the vicinity of the Amboy site do not have sufficient
housing opportunities.

84 Eagle Mountain Specific Plan #252 EIS/EIR




[1. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

Public Services/Utilities. The Amboy site is a considerable distance from the nearest fire station
that could respond to an emergency. Accordingly, the applicant will be required to provide
sufficient water and storage to meet fire flow requirements.

Visual/Aesthetics. The project site is in a low-lying basin with mountains to the north and
south. The project will create a mound approximately 420 feet above existing ground level in
arelatively flat basin area which will be highly visible in all directions (i.e., from the National
Trails Highway, the town of Amboy, and surrounding mountains). A full visual assessment
will be conducted in the Amboy EIR/EIS. :

Mineral Resources. The Amboy site.is adjacent to extractive mining operations. The Initial
Study for the Amboy project indicates that the project may have an impact on the potential to
extract minerals, by limiting access to mineral resource areas near the site. _

Air Quality. Using the same criteria of significance for Amboy as Eagle Mountain as described
in the Air Quality section of this draft EIS/EIR, rail haul to the Amboy area would also result
in a significant environmental impact. Proportionally, this project would result in the same
level of emissions within and outside of the South Coast Air Basin.

Amboy Project Compared with Eagle Mountain Project. At full operations, the Eagle
Mountain landfill project will serve up to six trains per day. Capacity is estimated at over 100
billion cubic yards. The landfill has an estimated site life of 115 years, much greater than that
of Amboy. Compared with the Eagle Mountain project, a project at Amboy would be expected
to have a smaller volume of material delivered by truck; a total of 500 tons per day of
truck-hauled waste is proposed, as compared with the 4,000 tons per day expected with the
Eagle Mountain project. Thisis due to the fact that only Barstow is located within the 100-mile
radius in which truck hauling is expected to be economic. The following discussion highlights
the similarities and differences between the Amboy and Eagle Mountain landfill projects.

There are no known significant geologic hazards associated with the Eagle Mountain project,
to which the nearest active fault is three to four miles to the north in the Pinto Basin. At Eagle
Mountain, depth to groundwater is between 350 and 400 feet at the western end of the East Pit
and as much as 800 feet at the western end of the project site, but less elsewhere on the site.
The general groundwater flow pattern is to the east-southeast. Both projects incorporate the
same types of protective measures (e.g., liners, leachate collection systems) to minimize
potential impacts.

The Eagle Mountain project will result in potentially significant impacts on bighorn sheep, -
desert tortoises, and a number of other species, all of which are mitigated below a level of
significance. It is anticipated that mitigation for biology impacts for the Amboy project will
involve many of the same mitigation measures identified in the Eagle Mountain landfill draft
EIS/EIR.
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II. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

Both projects will require existing General Plan amendments.

Although dwelling units in the town of Eagle Mountain will have to be upgraded, the existing
housing stock is sufficient to house the labor force at the landfill. Infrastructure (sewer, water,
schools, and other utilities) is currently available in the town of Eagle Mountain.

For the Eagle Mountain project, the impact on mineral resources is also a concern. The phasing
plan for the landfill will ensure that areas with economically recoverable mineral deposits will
not be landfilled for a period of approximately 85 years. If prior to that time it becomes
econorqically feasible to undertake mining, a supplemental environmental document will be
prepared to assess the impacts of recovering iron ore at Eagle Mountain.

The visual impact assessment for the Eagle Mountain project showed no significant visual
impact.

With approximately the same inflow as the Eagle Mountain project, it is assumed that stationary
source emissions and emissions from landfill equipment would be roughly the same or slightly
less at Amboy than at Eagle Mountain. Moreover, depending on what routes are used for trains
serving Amboy, rail emissions may be slightly less for Amboy than for the proposed Eagle
Mountain project. -

It is assumed that with the exception of air quality, mitigation measures similar to those
recommended for the Eagle Mountain project which would reduce impacts to levels of
insignificance would be necessary and approved in conjunction with the Amboy project.

b. Proposed Landfills/Expansion of Existing Landfills in Counties Where
Waste Is Generated ‘

An issue of concern expressed in response to the Notice of Preparation was that waste generated
outside Riverside County not be accepted in conjunction with the Eagle Mountain project.
Because of the potential life span of the Eagle Mountain project and the impending shortage
of disposal capacity in the counties to be served by the project (see Section 1.A.), the primary
effect of not accepting imported waste at Eagle Mountain would be to increase reliance on
efforts to site new facilities or to expand existing facilities in other counties in southern
California.

The impacts associated with developing new sites or expanding existing sites that would serve
the same market areas as the proposed action are shown in Table 3. Potential sites and market
areas include:

1) Elsmere and Sunshine canyons potentially serving the city of Los Angeles and other parts
of the northwestern Los Angeles County.
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TABLE 3
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE LANDFILL SITES

Issue Area Puente Hills Elsmere Canyon Sunshine Canyon Duncan Canyon Cleghom Canyon El Sobrante

Geology Surficial material Site underlain by Site underlain by The area consists The area consists Lithology in vicinity
in the area consists Pico and Towsley siltstones, clay- primarily of igneous of igneous and meta-  of site consists of
of stream terrace Formations. Permea-  stones, and silty and metamorphic bed- morphic bedrock upper Jurassic and
deposits composed of  bility rated good. sandstones of the rock exposed in can- exposed in the canyon  Palocene marine sedi-
sands, silts, and Core tests have Pico Formation. Per-  yon walls. Quater- walls. Surface allu- mentary deposits.
gravels. These indicated low permea-  meability rated good.  nary alluvium con- vium is exposed in Basement not exposed
sediments are under- bility at the project Bedrock moderately sisting of sands, canyon bottoms and but thought to consist
lain by marine sand- site. fractured; most frac- silts, and gravels upper canyon slopes.  of granite. Thin
stones, siltstones, tures closed and is exposed in canyon The most numerous deposits of alluvium
and conglomerates of tight. bottoms. The bedrock exposures of bedrock  found in canyon bottoms
the Pliocene Fernando type found at the are at the base of A number of clay and
and Miocene Puente site has a low perme-  canyon; upper canyon  gravel pits are present
formations. Basement ability rating. contains substantial in surrounding area.
material consists of cover of alluvial The bedrock type found
mesozoic granite intru- materials. The bed- at the site has a rela-
sives and low-grade rock type found at tively low permeability
metamorphic rocks. the site has a low rating.

permeability rating.

Seismicity The Whittier Fault The inactive Whitney  The potentially Active faults in the San Andreas Rift Zone The seismically active
Zone is located to Fault is found on the active Santa Susana vicinity of the site (active fault) loca- Elsinore Fault Zone is
the south within 2 site. Its location fault in within 1 mi. include the San ted approximately 1.2  located 1 to 2 miles
miles of the land- relative to the pro- of the site. Amother Andreas Rift Zone 4 miles southwest. southwest. This zone
fill. This zone posed landfill foot- inactive east-west miles north, the Cleghom fault (also includes several active
includes several his- print is unknown. fault is found on the Lytle Creck Fault 1.5  active) may underlie northwest-trending
torically active Faults from the northern part of site miles east, and the portions of the site. strike-slip faults.
northwest-trending Elsmere oil field The active San Fem-  Cucamonga fault 0.75
faults including the also cross the site. ando fault is within mile to the south.
Whittier Narrows The active San Fern- 4 miles of the site. Although close to
Fault which experi- ando fault is about active faults, the
enced a6.0 magnitude 1.5 miles from the site is not known to



TABLE 3

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE LANDFILL SITES

(continued)

Issue Area Puente Hills Elsmere Canyon Sunshine Canyon Duncan Canyon Cleghom Canyon El Sobrante

quake in Oct. 1988. site. The active San be situated on a
Fernando fault is 4 Holocene fault.
miles from the site.

Air Quality  Mobile air emissions ~ Mobile air emissions ~ Mobile air emissions ~ Mobile air emissions ~ Mobile air emissions ~ Mobile air emissions
considerably less considerably less considerably less considerably less considerably less considerably less
than for Eagle Mtn. than for Eagle Mtn. than for Eagle Mtn. than for Eagle Min. than for Eagle Mtn, than for Eagle M.
project. Emissions project. Emissions project. Emissions project. Emissions project. Emissions project. Emissions
from landfill equip. from landfill equip. from landfill equip. from landfill equip. from landfill equip. from landfill equip.
and LFG utilization and LFG utilization and LFG utilization and LFG utilization and LFG utilization and LFG utilization
same order of magni-  same order of magni-  same order of magni-  also less than pro- also less than pro- also less than pro-
tude or slightly less tude of slightly less tude or slightly less posed project. Proj- posed project. Proj- posed project. Proj-
than Eagle Mountain.  than Eagle Mountain.  than Eagle Mountain.  ect impacts concen- ect impacts concen- ect impacts concen-
Project site impacts Project impacts con- Project impacts con- trated in South Coast  trated in South Coast ~ trated in South Coast
concentrated in South  centrated in South centrated in South Air Basin. Air Basin. Air Basin.

Coast Air Basin. Coast Air Basin. Coast Air Basin.

Ground Water Elevation of ground Project site in vic- Exploratory borings Although beneficially  Ground water in the Ground water quality
water in vicinity of inity of Santa Clar- have identified used ground water area anticipated to in sedimentary rocks
landfill is approxi- . ita Vly. ground water  potentially limited does not underlie the  flow to south. Depth s anticipated to be
mately 175 feet above  basin. At mouth of ground water resour- site, local areas of to ground water is low due to high levels
MSL within the Gaspar canyon, depth o ces beneath site. shallow ground water  variable due to poor- of total dissolved
Aquifer. However, ground water is app. Movement of shallow  may occur as eviden-  ly connected fractur- solids; particularly
elevations may vary 22 ft. Depth of can- ground water assumed  ced by springs in the ing systems. Ground  likely in Jurassic
considerably due to yon itself unknown. in direction of sur- surrounding area. water quality is gen- rocks. Water in allu-
fluctuations in amt. Monitoring is cur- face water. Extent erally good. jum expected to be
of recharge at the rently underway to unknown. Canyon pre- better quality. Depth
Whittier Narrows characterize existing viously used for oil to ground water unknown
Flood Control Basin.  ground water quality Tecovery. but anticipated to be
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TABLE 3
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE LANDFILL SITES
(continued)
Issue Area Puente Hills Elsmere Canyon Sunshine Canyon Duncan Canyon Cleghom Canyon El Sobrante
Ground water quality  near the project site. shallow in valleys
in Gaspar Aquifer con- filled with alluvium.
sidered poor. Regional Possible ground water
ground water flow dir- recharge area immedi-
ection is generally to ately downstream.
the southwest.
Surface Water San Gabriel Riverand Canyon drains to the Surface and ground Site drains from Site drains from east General topography of
Whittier Narrows north-northwest into water flows to the north to south. to west to river with the area slopes to the
Flood Control Basin the Newhall Creek and  south. Flows preven-  Potential impacts to wells in river botom  southwest and drains
are located to the thereby to Santa ted from entering ground water basin Potential impact of to Temescal Creek.
northwest. Topo- Clara River. Norman Reservoir. beneath vly. floor. surface flows to Site is within large
graphy generally Water quality moni- ground water basin upstream area which is
slopes to the north- toring has not found beneath vly. floor. drained by Temescal
west toward the Flood evidence of contamina- Creck. Regional drain-
Control Basin. tion from existing age pattem is to the
landfill operations. northwest.
Biological If landfill expansion Site contains foot- Project will result Presence of rare and/  Presence of rare and/  Site known to contain
Resources only increases eleva- hill oak woodland and  in loss of vegetative orendangered plant & or endangered plant & federally endangered
tion, biological re- chaparral. Presence habitat, primarily animal species un- animal species un- SKR. Development can-
source impacts will of rare and/or endan- southermn oak woodland known. Site assess. known. Site assess. not occur until HCP is
be minimal. Depend-  gered species unknown coastal sage scrub. currently being con- currently being con- approved.
ing on which new areas Project area serves ducted by San Bernar-  ducted by San Bernar-
are proposed for devel. as part of corridor dino County. dino County. Prelim-
impacts will involve for gene flow and inary analysis indi-
loss of southern ripar- species movement be- cated major biological
ian woodland, southern tween San Gabriel and problems with this
coastal sage scrub, Santa Monica Mtns. via site.

cismontane-introduced

Simi Hills.



TABLE 3
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE LANDFILL SITES

{continued)

Issue Area Puente Hills Elsmere Canyon. Sunshine Canyon Duncan Canyon Cleghom Canyon El Sobrante
grassland, and some
disturbed areas. Pres-
ence of rare and/or
endangered animal
species unknown.

Noise Residential uses and Existing noise gener-  Preliminary draft EIR  Because of location, Because of location, No known sensitive
school lic immediate-  ators near site incl. forecasts 0.3 dBA in-  ambient noise levels ambient noise levels receptors in vicinity
ly east of the sile Antelope Vly. and crease in ambient relatively low. relatively low. of site. Noise impacts
in Hacienda Heights. Sierra Hwys. Project  noise from project. Potential impacts not  Potential impacts not  not likely to be sig-
Landfill operations will result in in- This increase would likely to be signifi- likely to be signifi- nificant.
in new canyons may creased noisec on sur-  be barely audible & cant. Only potential cant. No known sen-
result in significant face streets near not significant. receptor in vicinity sitive receptors near
impacts. site. Proj. impacts of site is regional site.

not likely to be sig- park to the east.
nificant. _

Traffic Access from SR-60 at  Traffic study cur- Preliminary draft EIR  No existing access to ~ No existing accessto  Lack of planned devel.
Crossroads Parkway rently being conduc- indicates increased site. Devel. will re- site. Devel. will in proximity to site
adequate for existing ted as part of Pro- volumes on San Fem-  quire construction of  require construction may limit traffic im-
and anticipated gram EIR for County- ando Road, although access road & possib.  of access road. pacts; to be evaluated
future traffic. In- wide Solid Waste Mgmt peak hour increases new freeway inter- Tralfic conditions in project-specific
terchange provides Syst. Impacts not not considered sig- change. Trafficcon-  not congested in vic-EIR.
direct access to known at present. nificant. ditions not congested  inity of site.
site. Significant Cumulative impacts in vicinity of site.
traffic impacis. due to growth in City

. of Santa Clarita may
significantly impact
interchange capacity
near site.
i D - - [ 8 -
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TABLE 3
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE LANDFILL SITES
(continued)
Issue Area Puente Hills Elsmere Canyon Sunshine Canyon Duncan Canyon Cleghom Canyon El Sobrante
Land Use Residential uses & Unincorporated lands  Site partially desig- Devel. will require Devel. will require Because site has not
school lie east of near site designated nated in County Plan transfer from U.S. land transfer from been specifically del-
site. Lots abut prop for Hillside Mgmt. for Hillside Mgmt. &  Forest Service. U.S. Forest Service. ineated, land use pol-
front face; trucks Portion owned by U.S.  Significant Ecologi- Adjacent & surround-  Adjacent & surmound-  icy issues have not
will be visible if Forest Service. Dev. cal Area. Nearest ing uses generally ing uses generally been identified.
devel. occurs in new as landfill may con- devel. is trailer compatible. No en- compatible. No ex-
canyons. Landfill flict with Forest within 200 ft. of croachment of urban isting or planned ur-
equip. will be visi- Service policy. site & housing within  devel. near project ban devel. near proj.
ble as cover is ob- 1/2 mile. site. site.
tained to support in-
creased elevation in
existing disposal area.
Views/ Residential & school Canyon interior gen- Views of uppereleva-  Limited, if any, vis- Limited visibility Lack of existing &
Acsthetics uses abut the site. erally shielded from tions of landfill ibility from uses in from I-15. Access- planned residential
It may not be possib. view by existing will be visible from proximity to site. ible views from light uses in vicinity of
to fully mitigate ridgelines, although portions of I-5 & at Front of landfill traveled road north site limits potential
visual/aesthetic im- site visible from a distance from resi- visible at distance of site. Potential adverse visual impacts
pacts of devel. in highways and devel. dential areas south from throughout San views of disposal ve-  of project.
new areas. near site. east of site. Bemardino Vly. Vis- hicles on access road
ible from I-15 at depending on alignment.

distance of about 1/2
mile.



TABLE 3

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE LANDFILL SITES

(continued)

Issue Area Puente Hills Elsmere Canyon Sunshine Canyon Duncan Canyon Cleghorn Canyon El Sobrante

Public Safety Devel. will result in Devel. will result in Devel. wil result in Devel. will result in Devel. will result in Devel. will result in
impacts related to impacts related to impacts related to ~ impacts related to impacits related to impacts related to
presence of hazardous  presence of hazardous  presence of hazardous  presence of hazardous  presence of hazardous  presence of hazardous
materials in solid materials in solid materials in solid materials in solid materials in solid materials in solid
waste, vectors, sur- waste, vectors, sur- waste, vectors, sur- waste, veclors, sur- waste, veclors, sur- waste, vectors, sur-
face & subsurface face & subsurface face & subsurface face & subsurface face & subsurface face & subsurface
fires, elc. fires, etc. fires, etc. fires. fires. fires.

Other Previous EIR identi- Numerour invertebrate  Preliminary draft EIR  Relative isolation of Relative isolation of Based on available data
fied potential paleo- species identified in does not identify site may result in site may result in other issues have not
ntological & archae- canyon. These res- other potentially need to provide pub- need o provide pub- been identified.
ological impacts & ources potentially significant impacts lic services and lic services and
mitigation measures. significant. Site related to project. utilities. utilities.

New devel. may result  over old oil field;
in the same impacts. may be subject to
seepage. Devel. may
require provision of
services & utilities.
_C 2D - - L B -



II. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

2) Puente Hills Landfill serving the San Gabriel Valley in Los Angeles County.
3) Duncan and Cleghorn canyons serving the valley area in San Bernardino County.
4) EI Sobrante Landfill serving western Riverside County.

The existing Sunshine Canyon is located in the northwest portion of the City of Los Angeles
immediately west of Interstate 5 (Figures 33 and 34). The facility receives between 5,000 and
7,000 tons per day and is permitted until September, 1991. The owner and operator, Brown-
ing-Ferris Industries, is proposing to expand the facility onto land within unincorporated Los
Angeles County. The County recently approved a land use permit and certified the EIR to
utilize a small portion of the potential expansion capacity of 70 million tons.

The Puente Hills Landfill is located southeast of the 60 freeway and I-605 in the San Gabriel
Valley (Figures 33 and 35). It is owned and operated by the Los Angeles County Sanitation
Districts. The existing land use permit for the site restricts the facility from receiving more
than 12,000 tons per day. This permit expires in November, 1993. Of the estimated 106 million
ton fill cdpacity of this site, approximately 75 million tons will remain when the permit expires.
The sanitation districts are expected to initiate environmental analyses to expand the site in the
near future.

The Elsmere Canyon Landfill is a proposed facility located at a site in unincorporated Los
Angeles County east of the Antelope Valley Freeway and approximately two miles north of
the intersection of the Antelope Valley Freeway and the Golden State Freeway (I-5) (Figures
33 and 36). The entire site is approximately 1,500 acres with the landfill utilizing 650 acres.
The estimated disposal capacity is 190 million tons. Portions of the site are owned by the U.S.
Forest Service. The project will also require a Conditional Use Permit from Los Angeles
County. An EIS/EIR is currently being prepared jointly for the U.S. Forest Service and the
Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission, which are the co-lead agencies.

The proposed new Duncan Canyon Landfill site is located northerly of the I-15 freeway west
of Lytle Creek (Figures 37 and 38) in San Bemnardino County. The estimated landfill area
would comprise approximately 228 acres; the total site area is approximately 326 acres. The
estimated site capacity of 106 million cubic yards. Preliminary environmental studies con-
ducted by San Bernardino County have eliminated Duncan Canyon as a potential future landfill
site.

The proposed new Cleghorn Canyon Landfill site is located totally in the San Bernardino
National Forest north of the Cajon Campground and east of Lost Lake (Figures 37 and 39).
The estimated landfill area would comprise approximately 826 acres; the total site area is about
1,043 acres. The estimated capacity is 770 million cubic yards. Preliminary environmental
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[1. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

studies conducted by San Bernardind County have eliminated Cleghorn Canyon as a potential
future landfill site.

The El Sobrante Landfill, operated by Western Waste Industries, is located east of I-15 in’
Corona (Figure 40). The facility currently serves waste generated in Corona, Norco, Lake
Elsinore, portions of the City of Riverside, and nearby unincorporated areas. The existing site
is approximately 160 acres and receives an average daily tonnage of almost 900 tons. The
remaining fill volume is approximately 5,600,000 tons. The County Board of Supervisors has
taken action to authorize negotiations on the expansion of the site. The Eagle Mountain and
El Sobrante sites are tentatively identified facilities in the 1989 Tri-Annual Revision to the
County Solid Waste Management Plan.

In summary, the Sunshine Canyon, Puente Hills, and El Sobrante projects involve the
development of new disposal areas at existing landfills. The Elsmere, Cleghomn, and Duncan
Canyon projects are new landfills. The size of these projects varies appreciably: (1) both
Elsmere and Sunshine canyons have capacity to serve an operating volume similar to Eagle
Mountain for the foreseeable future; (2) it is assumed that the inflow at Puente Hills will be
the same or slightly greater than the existing inflow (12,000 tpd); (3) the El Sobrante Landfill
will be closed in 2,000; and (4) information regarding capacity, inflow, and closure dates are
not known for Duncan and Cleghorn landfills.

This alternative avoids a major source of air emissions from the project, that is, rail emissions
from the transportation of waste to the project site. However, even with mitigation, emissions
from landfill equipment and stationary source emissions from LFG thermal combustors or
energy recovery facilities at these alternative future sites would still be considered significant
using the air quality significance criteria in Section [V.D.

In the air quality technical report, emissions from the proposed action were compared
quantitatively with an “In-Basin” alternative. This alternative assumes that southern
California’s landfill needs will continue to be met through use of existing and additional
capacity within the South Coast Air Basin. Under this alternative, truck traffic associated with
residential and commercial waste pickups would be identical with that associated with the Eagle
Mountain project. (These impacts were assumed to be identical for all cases and thus were not
quantified.) In addition, it was assumed that there would be a slight increase in truck travel
distances to transfer stations and/or landfills. This increase in truck traffic was based on the
following estimates of replacement and expanded landfill capacity (Table 4):
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II. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

TABLE 4
INCREASED TRAVEL DISTANCES TO TRANSFER STATIONS
ASSOCIATED WITH ALTERNATIVE LANDFILL SITES

Estimated Quantity Additional
Origin of Waste Material (tons/day) Round-trip Distance
Orange County 2,000 0 miles
Riverside County 2,000 0 miles
San Bernardino County 2,000 60 miles
San Gabriel Valley 7,000 0 miles
Central LA/SF Valley 5,000 20 miles
Weighted Average 18,000 12.2 miles

For this case, no use of rail was assumed. With respect to waste handling equipment at the
landfill, project emissions were assumed to be associated with landfill face operations; cover
excavation, hauling, and daily application; and road maintenance. Landfill gas generation was
conservatively assumed to be the same as the amount estimated for the Eagle Mountain project,
although the higher moisture levels and rainfall in the South Coast Air Basin would be expected
to result in significantly more landfill gas generated for each ton of waste buried. Compliance
with applicable dust control regulations and best available control technology was also assumed
for this alternative.

The emissions associated with this alternative are compared with the proposed action, the
reduced landfill operations alternative, and the alternate remote disposal alternative in Section
[V.D. of this draft EIS/EIR.

Because this alternative would not eliminate the one significant nonmitigable impact related
to the project (i.e., air quality), it is not environmentally superior under CEQA. This alternative
also does not achieve consistency with the existing policy in the air quality management plan
to transport biodegradable wastes by electrified rail lines to landfills outside the South Coast
Air Basin.

The diversion of long-distance rail trips to short-distance truck trips to serve these alternate
sites would result in less energy consumption relative to the proposed action. In addition,
because of the arid climate at Eagle Mountain, potential energy recovery over the life of the
proposed action is probably less at the project site than could be achieved at the alternative
sites with comparable capacities and inflows.
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I1. Altemnatives Including the Proposed Action

Although subject to site-specific mitigation measures, this alternative gives rise to the following
environmental issues which are not encountered with the proposed action.

If Elsmere is not developed and Sunshine Canyon is not expanded, the use of multiple sites (to
achieve 20,000 tpd refuse disposal) may result in a higher incremental risk to regional
groundwater resources than would occur from using any single site. At a minimum, the use
of multiple sites creates the need to design site-specific containment facilities and to implement
groundwater monitoring programs at each location.

Some of these sites (e.g., Puente Hills and Sunshine and Elsmere canyons) are relatively close
to or are anticipated to be affected by the spread of urban development within Los Angeles
County. This proximity and attendant land use compatibility problems would not be en-
countered at the project site. The control of development achieved through the implementation
of specific plans for both the landfill and the town of Eagle Mountain and the lack of other
pressures to urbanize near the project site enable the project to achieve a higher degree of land
use compatibility than may occur in proximity to alternative sites.

The use of these alternative sites would not necessarily involve processing wastes through
MRFs, where recyclables and hazardous materials would be removed from the waste stream.
However, under AB 939 mandates, it is expected that a majority of the existing wasteshed will
need to be processed through MRFs to ensure compliance with landfill diversion mandates
(25% by 1995, 50% by 2000). Under this alternative, loads would be checked for hazardous
materials at the landfill. It is not clear that they would undergo the scrutiny they would receive
at an MRF, where all waste would be removed from trucks, sorted, and loaded into shipping
containers or long-haul waste trucks. Although these landfills may also be designed to jointly
serve as recycling/waste recovery centers, projects have not been defined in sufficient detail
to determine whether they would serve this purpose.

Other significant impacts associated with the development of these sites include the loss of oak
trees at Sunshine Canyon, the loss of Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat at E1 Sobrante, the need
to construct transportation improvements if either Duncan or Cleghorn Canyon is developed,
the loss of potential paleontologic resources at Elsmere Canyon, and the visibility of trucks
and the front face of landfill areas if new canyons are proposed for development at Puente Hills.
While many, if not all, of these impacts can be mitigated, the same is true of other potentially
significant impacts at Eagle Mountain. Since this alternative would not reduce air emissions
to levels of insignificance, it is not considered environmentally superior under CEQA.
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II. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

H. Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from
Detailed Analysis

1. Landfills in Counties Where Waste Is Generated

Other potential landfill sites in Los Angeles County, namely, Towsley Canyon, Blind Canyon,
and Mission-Rustic Canyon, were not analyzed in further detail because of their limited
capacities and because inadequate information is currently available regarding the description
of projects at these sites. Consequently, they were deemed, at this time, to be remote and
speculative.

2. Alternative Sites in the Eagle Mountains
a. Central Pit

This alternative site was not analyzed in further detail because it is more distant from the
proposed Phase II container handling yard and at a substantially higher elevation. The capacity
of the central pit is substantially less than that of the proposed project.

b. Black Eagle Pit

This alternative site was not analyzed in further detail because the Black Eagle Pit is closer to
the ridge line that would make the landfill potentially visible from Joshua Tree National
Monument. A potential exists that some precious metals deposits are located adjacent to the
Black Eagle Pit. Using this alternative could preclude mining these resources and could
represent a significant impact.

3. Waste Diversion Programs

While waste diversion programs reduce the waste stream by diverting waste from landfills and
potentially reduce the environmental impacts associated with landfills, they would not
eliminate the need for new or expanded landfills in southern California. Therefore, waste
diversion programs were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Nevertheless, the
discussion of impacts related to the implementation of waste diversion technologies is included
in this draft EIS/EIR to respond to comments received on the Notice of Preparation. The
programs included herein for informational purposes are recycling, green waste composting,
and waste reduction.

Although waste-to-energy (thermal combustion) is also a téchnically feasible means to avoid
impacts associated with landfilling, an assessment of this technology is not included, since it
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II. Altematives Including the Proposed Action

1s not anticipated to reduce air quality impacts to levels of insignificance. This conclusion is
based on a comparison between the proposed project and the San Diego Energy Recovery
(SANDER) Project (Signal Environmental Systems, Inc. 1985). The SANDER project, which
was to recycle 2,250 tpd of municipal solid waste, was anticipated to generate 2,600 tons per
year (tpy) of nitrogen and sulfur oxides (NOx and SOx), and 24,000 tpy of total suspended
particulates (TSP) after mitigation. The proposed Eagle Mountain landfill, with an inflow
capacity of 20,000 tpd of municipal solid waste (8.8 times more than the SANDER project)
would generate 22,880 tpy of SOx and of NOx and 211,200 tpy of TSP. Given that the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) threshold emission levels are 40 tpy for NOx and
SOx and 25 tpy for TSP, the emissions resulting from a waste-to-energy operation at the Eagle
Mountain landfill would represent a substantial and significant air quality impact. '

a. Recycling

The Eagle Mountain project would include the use of transfer stations/materials recovery
facilities to support recycling programs. Although the size and locations of these facilities have
not been identified, the project applicant intends to dispose of primarily nonrecyclable solid
wastes. An area at the project site has been designated for the storage of recyclables removed
from the solid waste stream at the MRF.

Recently enacted state legislation (AB 939) establishes goals to divert 25 percent of the solid
waste from landfills by 1995 and to divert 50 percent by the year 2000 through recycling and
waste reduction programs. These recycling goals include yard wastes that can be composted
(see following section). Under this legislation, cities and counties are responsible for develop-
ing integrated solid waste management plans to achieve these goals by 1992. This legislation
does not prescribe methods to achieve these goals or require that certain types of wastes be
recycled. The City of Los Angeles has recently adopted an ordinance which requires the
diversion of recyclable municipal materials. This ordinance, however, does not include
industrial or high density residential waste.

The implementation of recycling programs to achieve these goals would result in two types of
impacts: (1) those related to the operation of landfills and (2) those related to the collection,
recovery, and reuse of municipal solid waste.

Impacts Related to the Operation of Landfills

The major impact related to landfills would be to conserve available landfill capacity and reduce
the need to site new land disposal facilities. Assuming achievement of the legislative goals,
the need for new or expanded landfill facilities would be approximately half of the anticipated
capacity shortfall in Los Angeles County. Under these circumstances, the landfill capacity
shortfall would still be large enough to require a project of the magnitude of Eagle Mountain
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II. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

or a number of smaller projects with the same combined inflow (20,000 tons per day) as the
project. ‘

Public safety impacts related to landfills such as LFG migration; condensate and leachate
treatment and disposal; and surface, subsurface, and right-of-way fires are not encountered in
recycling and recovery operations. Recycling operations, however, involve some of the same
public safety impacts as the project (e.g., the presence of hazardous materials in solid waste,
vectors, smoldering loads). Similarly, assuming that these recycling facilities are located either
in existing industrial areas or at existing landfills, they are less likely to involve the loss of
biological and cultural resources than may occur in conjunction with the use of undeveloped
areas for land disposal facilities.

Impacts Related to the Collection, Recovery, and Reuse of Municipal Solid Waste

A number of impacts related to recycling would depend upon the location of new facilities. It
has been suggested, for example, that existing landfills be used as the site of recycling/recovery
facilities. Under these circumstances, the distance between collection routes and recycling
facilities would be similar to the current distance between collection routes and disposal
facilities. As developed (disturbed) sites, processing and transfer stations at existing landfills
are not anticipated to result in the loss of significant cultural and biological resources. If
recycling facilities are located within existing urban/industrial areas closer to where waste is
generated, the vehicular impacts of transporting waste to these facilities may be somewhat less
than occurs under existing conditions. Land use, visual and aesthetic resources, local traffic,
surface runoff, and a variety of other impacts would all depend on the location of these facilities.

As new recycling programs are implemented over the life of the project, this form of waste
diversion may lead to significant changes in waste collection methods and vehicular impacts
related to the transportation of solid wastes. Impacts would vary in terms of whether waste is
hauled and separated at processing and transfer stations, whether recycling programs utilize
drop-off centers or provide curbside service, whether curbside service is provided by vehicles
which compartmentalize recyclable and disposable wastes, or whether recyclable wastes are
collected in separate vehicles. The manner in which waste is transported to processing and
transfer stations (whether waste is separated and collected at the curb or whether it is separated
and sorted at the processing and transfer stations) would, in turn, affect impacts related to the
operation of these facilities.

Related to both the operation of landfills and the collection, recovery, and reuse of municipal
solid waste is the uncertainty regarding the volumes and types of wastes to be recycled which
makes it speculative to estimate the effects of recycling on LFG production and the moisture
content of waste at the project site or other landfills. The effect of recycling on gas production
and moisture would, in turn, affect air emissions and the potential generation of leachate.
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II. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

b. Yard Waste Composting

Estimated at approximately 30 percent (by weight) of the residential waste generated in the
city of Los Angeles, the diversion of yard waste from landfills is viewed as critical in meeting
the recycling goals of the state legislation noted above. Although there is great potential use
of yard waste compost, markets do not exist for this material. Except as noted below, the
development of yard waste composting facilities involves many of the same impacts identified
in conjunction with recycling facilities.

The utilization of yard debris compost and mulch represents a form of recycling that requires
a larger processing facility than is necessary for the recovery of other types of municipal solid
waste. Although it is conceivable that yard waste composting could be conducted indoors, the
use of outdoor facilities raises environmental issues related to odors and visual impacts. Noise
impacts related to the use of equipment to support composting operations (chippers, grinders,
etc.) may also be of concern. The significance of these impacts can only be determined in the
context of site-specific situations.

¢. Source Reduction

Source reduction generally refers to measures which reduce the amount or types of municipal
solid waste generated. For example, source reduction related to yard waste composting may
involve landscaping for low-water-use requirements or home mulching. Another potential
source reduction measure would be to ban nonbiodegradable plastic bags and wrapping
materials. By definition, these measures would reduce the overall demand for waste manage-
ment facilities. Different types of source reduction measures may be appropriate for commer-
cial, industrial, and single- and multi-family residential use.

Potentially, source reduction measures would have a number of impacts:
1) As with recycling, source reduction would conserve available landfill capacity.

2) Source reduction would reduce all vehicular impacts (traffic, air, energy, noise) related to
the transportation of wastes to recovery and/or disposal facilities.

3) Source reduction would result in a reduction in the scale of operations and environmental
impacts associated with the use of equipment at waste collection, transfer, and disposal
facilities.

4) Source reduction may result in increased air emissions and noise depending on the
equipment used (small chippers). Relative to all other waste disposal/diversion options,
however, source reduction would result in the least adverse environmental impacts.
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II. Altemmatives Including the Proposed Action

The major question related to source reduction is how effective it would be in reducing the
amount of waste generated. The City of Los Angeles Recycling Implementation Plan estimates
that between five and eight percent of all yard debris generated could be reduced at the source
by the end of the City’s five-year program. In terms of volume, this type of source reduction
is likely to be greater than the reduction of other types of solid wastes. Achieving this reduction,
however, would require large-scale promotional and educational programs and possible
ordinances directed at new commercial, industrial, and large residential projects.
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II1. Affected Environment
A. Water Quality and Use

The following discussion on water quality is based on information prepared by SCS Engineers
in January and June 1990. The technical report may be found in Appendix C of this draft
EIS/EIR.

1. Groundwater Quality

a. Geologic Setting

The Eagle Mountain site is located in the Colorado Desert physiographic province of California.
The topography of this province is characterized by isolated, north/south-trending mountain
ranges separated by broad, flat, alluvium-filled valleys.

The proposed landfill site lies at the eastern edge of the Eagle Mountains. This mountain range
has elevations ranging from about 1,200 to 3,900 feet above mean sea level. This and other
mountain ranges in the area surrounding the site (the Chuckwalla, Coxcomb, and Palen
mountains) are made up predominantly of granitic rocks which are intruded into metamor-
phosed sedimentary rocks. The metamorphic rocks consist of marble, quartzite, schist, and
minor gneiss. .

Together with minor amounts of Quaternary (up to two million years in age) basaltic extrusive
igneous rock, the granitic and metamorphic rocks make up the exposed consolidated rock in
the area. Regionally, the older bedrock is cut by numerous inactive northwest/southeast-trend-
ing faults which dip nearly vertically. The fault planes exhibit narrow, slickensided, clay-bear-
ing, and brecciated zones which may show extensive solutional activity (Dubois and Brummett
1968). In addition, well-developed joint systems are present in the Mesozoic and older rocks.
These are discussed in greater detail below (Occurrences and Movement of Groundwater
subsection) and in the Geology section.

Quaternary alluvial deposits are found above the bedrock. These deposits, consisting
predominantly.of sand and gravel with small amounts of silt and clay, fill the valleys and can
reach considerable thickness. Drilling in the Chuckwalla Valley indicates that porous alluvial
fill is at least 1,200 feet thick, extending three miles east of the front of the Eagle Mountains.
Some Quaternary dune sand and lacustrine clay, silt, and sand are exposed in the central
portions of the valleys. No evidence of faulting young enough to affect these deposits have
been found in the proposed project area.
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III. Affected Environment A. Water Quality and Use

b. Areal Drainage

Drainage in the area basins is internal. Surface drainage is from the surrounding mountains
into the Pinto and Chuckwalla Valley basins. In the immediate project area, drainage is from
the Eagle Mountains easterly into the Chuckwalla Valley. A discussion of areal drainage
appears in Section IILF., Surface Drainage and Flooding.

During and immediately after heavy rains, streams are formed within the Eagle Mountains and
surrounding valleys. Streamflow within the Pinto Valley, north of the proposed landfill site,
is predominantly easterly. Some surface water may flow from the Pinto Basin drain into the
northwestern arm of the Chuckwalla Valley, which adjoins the proposed landfill site to the
east. Drainage in the western part of the Chuckwalla Valley flows generally southeasterly
towards Palen Dry Lake. Drainage from the eastern part of the Chuckwalla Valley is towards
Ford Dry Lake. Streamflow within the project area is also discussed in the section on drainage
existing conditions.

¢. Groundwater Basins

Groundwater basins in the region include the Pinto Valley basin, which lies about four miles
north of the proposed landfill site, and the Chuckwalla Valley basin, which adjoins the site on
the east (Figure 41). These basins are composed mainly of Quaternary alluvium. The mountain
areas adjoining these basins are underlain principally by older igneous and metamorphic rocks
of low permeability and porosity, which do not readily yield groundwater to wells in usable
quantities. The Pinto Valley and Chuckwalla Valley groundwater basins are considered to be
coextensive with the Pinto Valley and Chuckwalla Valley drainage basins (see Figure 41).
Basic hydrogeological data on these basins are summarized in Table S.

Pinto Valley Basin

The Pinto Valley groundwater basin covers 310 square miles, most of which is within Joshua
Tree National Monument. This groundwater basin is estimated to have a storage capacity of
230,000 acre-feet and a usable capacity of 130,000 acre-feet (State of California 1975).
Groundwater from this basin has only very limited uses at present. Kaiser Steel pumped
between 2,300 and 3,900 acre-feet of water per year from two wells (Pinto wells) between the
years 1962 and 1982. These wells are located one-half mile northwest of the point where the
Pinto Valley joins the Chuckwalla Valley (Mann 1967).

The most complete description of the hydrogeology of the Pinto Valley groundwater basin to
date is found in Kunkel (1963). Groundwater flow in the basin is generally towards the eastern
end of the valley, where it proceeds southward into the Chuckwalla Valley. Water level in the
northernmost of the Kaiser Pinto wells (Well No. 35/15E-4K) was measured at approximately
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TABLE 5
SUMMARY OF HYDROGEOLOGICAL DATA
ON LOCAL GROUNDWATER BASINS

Area of

Depth to General Storage
Basin Groundwater Direction Inflow Underflow Capacity
(sq. mi.) (feet) of Flow to Basin Out of Basin (acre-feet)
PINTO VALLEY BASIN
310 20-450 East Precipitation Chuckwalla 230,000
Valley
CHUCKWALLA VALLEY BASIN
870 20-600 Southeast  Precipitation, Palo Verde 9,100,000

Pinto Valley, Mesa
Cadiz Valley,
Orocopia Valley
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[II. Affected Environment A. Water Quality and Use

122 feet below ground surface on September 11, 1989 (approximate elevation 936 feet above |
MSL).

Water quality data from the Pinto Valley groundwater basin wells is summarized in Table 6.
The water in this basin can be characterized as having total dissolved solids (TDS) content
averaging about 600 milligrams per liter (mg/1) and relatively high levels of sodium and sulfate.
Sodium, bicarbonate, chloride, sulfate, and fluoride average about 200, 90, 100, 240, and
2 mg/l, respectively.

Chuckwalla Valley Basin

The Chuckwalla Valley groundwater basin is an 870-square-mile basin with internal drainage.
It consists of a broad, alluviated valley bounded on the south by the Orocopia, Chuckwalla,
Little Chuckwalla, and Mule mountains. It is bounded on the west by the Eagle Mountains
and on the east by the Mule and McCoy mountains. Several northerly trending mountain ranges
(the Coxcomb, Granite, Palen, and Little Maria mountains) bound the valley to the north and
extend into the valley. The intervening valleys are contiguous with and tributary to the main
part of Chuckwalla Valley (Giessner 1963).

There are no perennial streams or any permanent natural bodies of water in the Chuckwalla
Valley. During heavy rains, some precipitation runoff may flow into sinks at Palen and Ford
dry lakes and standing water may occur at these lakes for a short time.

Subsurface flow into the Chuckwalla Valley is from three sources: the Pinto Valley to the
northwest, the Hayfield Basin to the west, and the Cadiz Valley to the north. Mann (1986)
estimates inflows of 2,500 acre-feet of water per year from the Pinto Basin, if none is intercepted
by wells (as is the case at,present); 1,700 acre-feet per year from the Hayfield Basin; and an
unknown amount from the Cadiz Valley. The northwestern Chuckwalla Valley is replenished
by groundwater inflow from the Pinto Basin and runoff from the slopes of the mountains
surrounding the valley. Except during heavy rainstorms, most of the rain falling directly on
the valley floor is probably lost to evapotransporation and does not add materially to ground-
water recharge. This is because the small amount of rainfall normally experienced evaporates
rapidly in the arid climate or is used by plants before deep percolation can occur.

Subsurface flow in the Chuckwalla Valley is generally towards the east, with south to southwest
flow in the northern arms of the valley. Water level elevations range from an estimated 800
feet above MSL at the boundary between Chuckwalla Valley and Pinto Basin to below 500
feet MSL in the airport area.

In the northwestern Chuckwalla Valley, groundwater is used beneficially for irrigation and for
domestic and industrial uses. Groundwater quality in the basin ranges from fairly good to poor,
with TDS ranging from 274 to 12,300 mg/1 (State of California 1979). Koehler and Mallory
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TABLE 6

PINTO BASIN WATER QUALITY DATA

Well KS Pinto 1 Park Serv. 2 KS Pinto 1,9 KS Pinto 1,9
Well# 3S/15E-4K1 3S/15E-4) 3S/15E-4K1+  3S/15E-4K1+
3S/15E-4K2 3S/15E-4K2
Date 2/11/56 12/5/54 11/30/57 1/6/83
pH 8.2 8.1 7.7 8.3
Electrical conductance 1,010 1,020 990
TDS 618 571 598 610
Calcium 10 14 11 16
Magnesium 0.7 0.7 2 0
Sodium 280 199 200 196
Potassium 3.2 3.5 5
Iron 0 0.03
Bicarbonate 118 17 102 85
Carbonate 0 8 0 0
Sulfate 216 245 216 234
Chloride 102 97 104 82
Nitrate 18 22 15
Fluoride 2 2.5
Hardness 28 38 36

NOTE: Analyses in mg/l except for electrical conductance (micromhos) and pH.
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I0. Affected Environment A. Water Quality and Use

(1981) state that the average TDS content of wells used in their study is 2,100 mg/l. Water
quality is generally better than this average in the western parts of the valley and becomes
worse in wells further east, particularly those near Ford Dry Lake. Fluoride content ranges
from about 1 to about 12 mg/l and is generally above federal drinking water standards; sulfate
and sodium concentrations are relatively high as well.

d. Hydrogeologic Setting

The hydrogeologic units in the Chuckwalla Valley area include igneous and metamorphic rocks
and unconsolidated sedimentary deposits. Igneous rocks are generally considered to be
non-water-bearing, since they do not normally yield usable quantities of water to wells, The
porosity of igneous and metamorphic rocks is very low; however, since much of the bedrock
in the Eagle Mountains is fractured and is able to store water, connections between the fractures
in bedrock may provide pathways for the movement of groundwater.

Because water is readily available from the alluvial deposits in the northwestern Chuckwalla
Valley, few attempts have been made to drill water wells into bedrock. One exception is the
Eagle Mountain School well (4S/14E-1M), which was drilled in late 1985 and completed in
early 1986. In this well, alluvial deposits were encountered from 1,500 feet MSL to 1,300 feet
MSL of the borehole and extended to the bedrock below. The well was completed to produce
water from fractured bedrock, with perforations between 1,025 feet MSL to 751 feet MSL.

The unconsolidated and semiconsolidated sediments were deposited in a continental environ-
ment prior to two million years ago. Some of the sedimentary units penetrated by deep wells
in the valley may be late Tertiary in age (2 million to 20 million years old). Many of the
sediments were deposited in alluvial fan, stream channel, lake, or playa environments, though
some were deposited as windblown sand. The majority of this material consists of alluvial
sand and gravel, but some silts and clays were deposited as well, particularly in the central
parts of the basin. Some of the alluvial material has been cemented by caliche.

In the northwestern Chuckwalla Valley, four sedimentary units of up to two million years in
age are primarily encountered ‘and include alluvial fan deposits, younger alluvium, older
alluvium, and windblown sand. These units are described below.

The older alluvium is of Pleistocene age (11,000 to 2 million years ago) and consists of fine
to coarse sand interbedded with gravel, silt, and lesser amounts of clay. Surface exposures of
the older alluvium are limited, but the unit is extensive in the subsurface where thickness ranges
to over 300 feet. This unit yields water readily to wells and is the most important aquifer in
the area.

The fan deposits of the Pleistocene age consist of poorly sorted boulders, gravel, coarse to fine
sand, silt, and a minor amount of clay. This unit is found most typically at the margins of the
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III. Affected Environment A. Water Quality and Use

valley, but fingers of alluvial fan deposits in the subsurface may extend out almost to the center
of the valley. The fan deposits are generally above the water table and therefore do not form
an important aquifer, although they are generally porous and permeable.

The younger alluvium, of Holocene age (present time to 11,000 years old), consists of gravel,
sand, silt, and lesser amounts of clay. This unit is generally less than 25 feet in thickness and
is above the water table in most areas. The unit is, however, porous and permeable. Itis most
extensively developed in the central valley.

A belt of windblown sand of Holocene age lies between the central axis of the valley and the
Coxcomb Mountains in the northwestern Chuckwalla Valley area. This deposit ranges in
thickness up to 25 feet and consists of medium- to fine-grained sand. This unit appears to be
-above the water table in all areas. However, similar units of Pleistocene age may exist in the
subsurface and could yield water to wells.

e. Discharge of Water during Mining Operations

The proposed project was formerly the site of iron mining, ore processing, and ancillary
operations, which took place between 1943 and 1983. Some of these former operations resulted
in the discharge of industrial water which had the potential for affecting groundwater.

During mining operations at the Kaiser Eagle Mountain iron mine, wet waste rock (coarse
tailing) was discharged from the ore processing plant on a heap south of and adjacent to the
East Pit. Large quantities of water were used to transport fine tailing (sand to clay -sized
particles) to the fine tailing basins located south of the East Pit.

The fine tailing basins cover a total area of approximately 540 acres. There are seven fine
tailing basins, two of which never received tailing. Waste containment structures consist of
berms or dikes constructed of alluvial material and crushed rock from mining operations. The
berms are trapezoidal in cross section and range up to about 80 feet in height. The inner surfaces
of the berms and the floor of four of the basins were lined with compacted low-permeability
fine tailing material. This material limited the amount of water which could percolate into the
soil underlying the basins.

Based on measurements made during the early 1970s, an average of about 2,600 acre-feet of
water per year was discharged to the fine tailing basins. Normally, slightly over half of this
water was pumped out of the basins and recycled to the process plant. An additional 25 percent
was lost to evaporation and about 12 percent remained in the interstices between sediment
grains. The remaining 12 percent may have percolated into the alluvial sediments below the
tailing basins.
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Coarse crushed tailing (<3/4 inch) was conveyed to the top of a heap which eventually covered
approximately 120 acres and contained a volume of tailing roughly estimated at 38,000,000
cubic yards. Itis not possible to estimate accurately the amount of water which was codisposed
with the tailing in this area, but it is estimated to be in the range of 2,500 to 7,000 acre-feet.

In addition to water discharged with the tailing during ore processing operations, water
encountered during mining operations in the central portion of the East Pit was pumped from
this part of the pit and discharged into alluvium near the pit. Based on recollections of Kaiser
Mine personnel, seepage of water into the central portion of the East Pit began in mid-1978,
when mining operations at the 735-foot elevation encountered a near-vertical fracture zone.
By early 1979, when the entire central portion of the pit had been excavated to the 735-foct
level, wet areas had formed across the width of the pit. Subsequent blasting caused the wet
areas to dry as the water infiltrated into the blast rubble.

By the first quarter of 1980, the pit bottom had been excavated to an ele vation of 720 feet MSL.
Water was flowing from several locations along the south wall of the pit. Water was pumped
out of the central areas of the pit to a higher elevation in the eastern portion of the pit, where
it was discharged onto the land surface and allowed to percolate into the alluvium. During the
second quarter of 1980, an attempt was made to excavate to elevation 705 feet MSL, butactivity
in this part of the pit had to be abandoned because water was interfering with operations, and
Kaiser declined to procure the additional pumping equipment required to remove the water.
The water level in the pit subsequently rose to a maximum recorded elevation of 752 feet MSL
in June of 1982.

 The water source for this seepage may have been from tailing stockpiles located just south of
the East Pit or groundwater mounded up in this area due to local recharge from water codisposed
with tailing. Major ion composition of water from several sources in the Eagle Mountain area
are plotted on a trilinear diagram on Figure 42. This diagram indicates a chemical similarity
between East Pit pond water and mine process water, rather than with well waters in the area.

Currently, the elevation of the water surface of the pond is about 710 feet MSL. This elevation
is within 50 feet of that in all wells within a radius of 7,500 feet of the pond. During January
and February 1990, water was pumped from the East Pit pond into a plastic membrane-lined
holding basin. Approximately 40,000 gallons of water were pumped from the pond over a
10-day period. Pumping at rates of up to 100 gallons per minute resulted in temporarily
lowering the pond water level up to 9 inches. After each episode of pumping, the water level
was allowed to recover, and eventually reached its original elevation. Recharge rates of up to
about 40 gallons per minute were measured. The fact that pond water levels recovered
relatively rapidly after large quantities of water were pumped indicates the existence of
substantial amounts of water stored in the fractured bedrock which makes up the sides and
bottom of the pond (bank storage).
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[II. Affected Environment A. Water Quality and Use

Water samples were taken before and after pumping, and samples were chemically analyzed.
TDS of the water decreased from 14,000 to 4,700 mg/1. for a reduction to about one third in
dissolved solids. This confirmed earlier evidence that water in the pond had become saltier
with time, and the inference that the pond has been acting as an evaporative sink. Because of
the large quantity of precipitated salts that exist in the soil in the vicinity of the pond from
earlier evaporation, it is likely that the 4,700 mg/l measured for the pond water after pumping
is higher than that of water stored in the fractured bedrock surrounding the pond, and results
in part from dissolution of these precipitated salts.

In accordance with recommendations to the RWQCB contained in the Background Ground
Water Quality Monitoring Program report (SCS Engineers 1990), groundwater monitoring is
continuing at wells in the immediate vicinity of the East Pit. The purpose of this monitoring
is to provide additional background data on local groundwater conditions.

f. Local Groundwater Basin

The local groundwater basin for this project is situated in the northwestern Chuckwalla Valley
and adjacent upland areas. The principal aquifer in this area is the Pleistocene alluvium, which
consists of fine to coarse sand interbedded with gravel, silt, and lesser amounts of clay (Giessner
1963). This unit is locally cemented with caliche. Well logs from the four Chuckwalla wells
(4S/15E-10B, 4S/15E-2D, 45/15E-2P, 45/15E-11R) drilled by Kaiser Steel indicate that in this
area (about five to six miles east-southeast of the project site), the sands and gravels of the
older alluvium extend to a depth of about 300 to 450 feet below ground surface (Figure 43).
Below this, the predominantly sand section gives way to clay and shale. Figure 43 also shows
the absolute groundwater elevation for each of the wells.

Groundwater has been produced from the older alluvium in Chuckwalla Valley at Kaiser
Chuckwalla Well Nos. 1 through 4. Water from these wells has been used for industrial
purposes at the Eagle Mountain iron mine and is now being used for nondrinking domestic
purposes at the town of Eagle Mountain. Pumping tests conducted at these wells following
installation (1964 through 1977) indicate that the wells are capable of producing water at rates
between 1,000 and 2,800 gallons per minute (Table 7).

Other geologic units in the northwestern Chuckwalla Valley are not important aquifers because
they are either predominantly above the water table or do not consist of sufficiently permeable
materials (see subsection ¢, Groundwater Basins, above).

The upland areas surrounding the valley are underlain principally by bedrock which consists
of intrusive igneous and metamorphic rocks. Thin deposits of alluvium are found in stream
courses within the uplands as well. The alluvial deposits are generally above the water table
and therefore are not water-bearing. Some of the bedrock in the area contains groundwater
held in fractures in the rock. It is known from drilling of water wells in other areas of the state
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TABLE 7
WELL TEST DATA
KAISER CHUCKWALLA WELLS

Well Aquifer

Well Length Interval Estimated
Pump Rate Drawdown Diameter Screened Screened Permeability

Well No. (gal/min) (feet) (inches) (feet) (feet) (cm/sec)
CW-1#% 1,000 75 16 241 121 6.2 x 10-3
4S/15E-10B
CwW-2 2,400 78 16 196 116 1.5 x 10-2
4S/15E-2D
Cw-3 2,800 78 16 289 169 1.3 x 10-2
4S/15E-2P |
CW-4 1,150 32 16 240 180 1.2 x 102
4S/15E-11R

*This . well has a tendency to produce sand along with water; as a result, this
permeability is probably not as good an estimate of aquifer permeability as the
other wells. )
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that even crystalline rocks (such as granites) can yield sufficient water to wells to provide a
usable supply to one or more residences, if the rocks are highly fractured and the fractures are
interconnected. In addition, the completion of the Eagle Mountain School well in the town of
~ Eagle Mountain, in 1986, demonstrated that some fractured bedrock in the project area can
yield usable quantities of water to wells.

The Eagle Mountain School well was drilled to a depth of 748 feet (Figure 44). This well is
located about 2,000 feet south of the East Pit. Bedrock was encountered beginning at a depth
of about 200 feet. The well was completed with the screened sections entirely within the
bedrock portion of the hole from 475 to 740 feet. The static water level was at an elevation of
779 feet MSL shortly after the completion of the well in February 1985. This fractured bedrock
section is capable of yielding water at a rate of 90 to 95 gallons per minute with the present
15-horsepower submersible pump. During testing after well construction, the well was pumped
at a sustained rate of 75 gallons per minute for 24 hours, which resulted in a drawdown of 11
feet.

The water-bearing bedrock of this well is located beneath 200 feet of alluvium at the margin
of the Chuckwalla Valley. The valley margin is where most groundwater recharge due to runoff
is thought to occur. It is unknown whether bedrock within the area of the Eagle Mountains
without alluvial cover would yield usable quantities of water over time. In this situation,
recharge probably occurs at a very low rate due to the fact that there is little or no overlying
alluvium to hold water derived from precipitation. The school well indicates, however, that in
some areas the bedrock is fractured sufficiently to provide groundwater storage capacity and
pathways for water to move.

g. Water Wells in Project Vicinity

To determine the points at which groundwater is withdrawn for use in the northwestern
Chuckwalla Valley and their distances from the project site, a canvass of well locations was
performed. Locations of known water wells within 10 miles of the project site are shown on
Figure 45. Descriptive information on these wells is presented in Appendix C.

The nearest wells to the project site are the Eagle Mountain School discussed above and
Monitoring Well Nos. 1, 2, and 3 (MW-1, MW-2, and MW-3). MW-1 (3S14E- 36H) is located
about 2,000 feet east of the East Pit. MW-1 was drilled and completed during April and May
of 1989, at the direction of Mine Reclamation Corporation. The purpose of this well is to
provide one of four groundwater monitoring points to determine background water quality in
the vicinity of the project site. Quarterly water quality monitoring activities for the site are
described in the subsection on background groundwater quality monitoring below.

MW-1 was drilled to a total depth of 400 feet through alluvium consisting of fine to coarse
sand, gravel, silt, and a minor amount of clay. The log prepared by geologists at the site is also
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